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Abstract
Research identifies several aspects of school climate and confirms the importance of parental
satisfaction with school climate in terms of student learning. The Hong Kong Special
Administrative Region has a highly competitive market for international schools, and families
living in this region have experienced a disruption in their children’s education with the
movement from on-campus to off-campus learning during the COVID pandemic. Therefore, a
total of 150 parents of early childhood to high school students in one international school were
surveyed about off-campus learning and 382 parents were surveyed about on-campus learning,
and the data results were analyzed to determine how the on-campus or off-campus learning
environments affect parental satisfaction with the following seven aspects of school climate:
student enjoyment, student motivation, student evaluation, student background, student ability to
learn, student respect for staff, and teacher respect for students. The results were also compared
to existing literature and suggestions made for further research on parental satisfaction and its
relationship with learning environments.
Keywords: Hong Kong international schools, learning environment, on-campus learning,
off-campus learning, parental satisfaction, school climate
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Chapter 1: Introduction
In the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region (SAR), the government reported the
first case of coronavirus disease (COVID) on January 21, 2020, and the Hong Kong SAR
Education Bureau (EDB) announced the first suspension of classes on January 25, 2020. The
total number of confirmed cases of COVID was only five, but EDB suspended schools in Hong
Kong SAR until March 2, 2020, which affected more than 1.2 million students (Hong Kong SAR
Education Bureau [EDB], 2020a, 2020b). This suspension applied to everyone except
department staff providing emergency services (e.g., medical workers and disciplined services)
and essential public services employees (e.g., drainage services department and post offices).
The Hong Kong SAR government arranged for employees in all departments to work
from home, and it encouraged employers to implement similar plans to prevent the spread of
COVID and its variants (Architectural Services Department, 2020). Nonetheless, families were
not confined or restricted to their homes. The EDB also tightened children’s regular activities.
For example, extracurricular classes, government sports facilities, cultural and leisure facilities
such as public libraries, government offices, and museums were closed. The EDB continued to
delay fully reopening these until January 30, 2021.
The EBD closed schools until after school Chinese New Year break on February 15,
2021, taking it over the one-year mark of off-campus learning for private schools in Hong Kong.
The EDB published several press releases telling schools to use e-learning during the class
suspension. Although they did not demand schools to deliver distance nor online learning.
Furthermore, the EDB provided no specific school guidelines other than providing childcare if
requested by families. Howbeit, to Hong Kong SAR’s density, many schools proactively
designed distance learning curriculum resources.
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During the school year of 2019–2020, there have been short periods of on-campus
learning but always with hybrid schedules to limit the number of students on campus at one time.
Hong Kong SAR is one of the most densely populated places globally. The 2019 census showed
a population density of 6,699.24 people per square kilometre (Hong Kong SAR Facts.2019).
This population density and the size of the country give Hong Kong SAR international schools
the ability to serve a large percentage of the population with busing. This density and size make
Hong Kong SAR international schools compete for students all over Hong Kong SAR.
From February 2020 to February 2021, the EDB stopped all schools in Hong Kong SAR
from participating in on-campus learning. One of two such occurrences was in May 2020, when
students of all grades, except those in the first two kindergarten grades, started going back to
campus. The EDB then reclosed schools quickly until after the summer holiday. The second
occurrence was in the second half of September 2020. Classes resumed after a few weeks of offcampus learning in the new academic year, but were closed again and are still closed for all
students except high school students taking exams who are only allowed to attend half a day
(Meier & Lemmer, 2019).
Background of the Study
Hong Kong SAR has more than 70 international schools located in a geographic area of
less than half the size of Rhode Island, the smallest state in the United States. This number of
schools in proximity to each other has created a very competitive environment where schools
compete for the same students (Brummitt & Keeling, 2013). Hong Kong SAR parents value
education and take part directly in their students’ learning. In a survey of 309 Hong Kong SAR
parents, 87% (269/309) did school-related work with their children on the weekdays, and 80%
(247/309) did school-related work with their children on the weekend (Yelland et al., 2017).
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The pandemic caused Hong Kong SAR parents to increase their level of participation in
their children’s education even more; their expectations and insights have also increased with
classes taking place in their homes instead of on school campuses. The situation has created
stress for parents as they strive to manage their children’s learning and simultaneously balance a
career or other covenant engagements (Lau et al., 2021). Conversely, parents who feel their
children’s learning is manageable and are satisfied with the schools’ lessons have experienced
decreased stress (Lau et al., 2021).
Statement of the Problem
This study will focus on parental satisfaction at one international school located in the
New Territories, Hong Kong SAR. The movement from an on-campus to an off-campus learning
environment has created an unprecedented situation in Hong Kong SAR, and it has likely
affected parental satisfaction with the school climate. The United Nations Educational,
Scientific, and Culture Organization (UNESCO, 2020) reported that more than 1 billion students
(60.5% of all students) in 106 countries consisting of pre-primary, elementary, and secondary
schools had been affected by the closing of schools. This movement to off-campus learning
causes many different problems for families at home. Families with pre-primary/early childhood
and elementary students will need extra parental support for their children’s off-campus
education, which may lead to parental burnout (Griffith, 2020). Research derived from previous
pandemics suggests that the pandemic will persist for at least one or more years (Kissler et al.,
2020). This history of pandemics means that off-campus learning may last for at least three years
from the start of a pandemic in one form or another. Dong et al. (2020) found that parents of
Chinese kindergarten students generally held negative ideas and feelings toward off-campus
learning during the pandemic.
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In addition, Dong et al. (2020) surveyed 3,275 parents whose children attended early
education programs in Henan province in central China and showed that 81.6% of parents
responded that off-campus learning was less valuable than on-campus learning. Parents felt this
way in two categories: learning outcomes and efficiency, with 89% of parents who thought offcampus learning was less favorable describing learning outcomes as the reason for
dissatisfaction, while 87.4% of the original 81.6% thought off-campus learning was less
efficient. The qualitative data from this research further supported this by some parents stating
that off-campus learning, which takes place at home, is not as good as the classroom learning
atmosphere in on-campus learning. In addition, parents also recorded that the off-campus
learning environment was void of critical social interactions that on-campus learning contained.
Parents also found their role of supporting their children’s education more difficult
because they did not have the same authority as a teacher and felt off-campus learning was
inconvenient, complicated, and time-consuming. They also noted in the qualitative data from the
survey that online learning wastes too much of adults’ working time (parent 16) and adds a
burden to parents (parent 26), and affects parents’ work significantly (parent 31). This loss of
parents’ work time is because children do not have adequate self-control abilities (parent 34),
and children’s online learning needs parents to stop their job to accompany them at home, which
costs time and effort. Dong (2020) reported that off-campus learning would continue in some
form for some time and become part of all future schooling. This suggests the pandemic and its
variations may lead to continued off-campus learning, creating a need for further research into
parental satisfaction for schools in the competitive market for families in the international school
market in Hong Kong SAR (Dong et al., 2020).
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Statement of Purpose
The onset of the pandemic triggered rapid changes in education worldwide, and some of
these changes are likely to continue for the foreseeable future (Kissler et al., 2020). For example,
the EDB forced many schools to move from an on-campus learning environment to an offcampus learning environment. This study examines how the learning environment affects
parental satisfaction in an international school in Hong Kong SAR.
Research Questions
This study was designed to answer the following research questions, and they are aligned
with the items in the school climate section on the Panorama Education parental satisfaction
survey.
Central Research Question
RQ: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with the school climate?
Subquestions
SQ1: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with student enjoyment?
(Survey item: To what extent do you think children enjoy going to your child’s
school?)
SQ2: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with student motivation?
(Survey item: How motivating are the classroom lessons at your child’s school?)
SQ3: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with student evaluation?
(Survey item: How fair or unfair is the school’s system of evaluating children?)
SQ4: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with how the school
values diverse student backgrounds? (Survey item: How much does the school
value diversity of children’s backgrounds?)
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SQ5: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with student ability to
learn? (Survey item: How well do administrators at your child’s school create a
school environment that helps children learn?)
SQ6: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with student respect for
staff? (Survey item: Overall, how much respect do you think the children at your
child’s school have for the staff?)
SQ7: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with teacher respect for
students? (Survey item: Overall, how much respect do you think the teachers at
your child’s school have for the children?)
Significance of the Study
Hong Kong SAR has more than 70 international schools in a densely populated area with
many educational options, creating a consistent and competitive environment for student
enrolment (Brummitt & Keeling, 2013). In addition, international schools competing for students
will increase as more schools open, and some parents look to move away from public schools as
the National Security Law strengthens its reach in Hong Kong SAR. The National Security Law
is a law that Mainland China passed on June 30, 2020, affecting some Hong Kong SAR citizens’
freedoms and schools where teachers can lose their license if teachers incorrectly teach or
misrepresent the views of the Chinese government (Silver, 2020). Therefore, heavy competition
and increased demands on the market make parental satisfaction a key to a school’s survival in
Hong Kong SAR. In addition, this competition will likely intensify in 2022 because roughly one
hundred thousand people have left Hong Kong SAR to live overseas. These internationally
minded families often helped populate the international schools in Hong Kong SAR (Shek et al.,
2020). Parental dissatisfaction with schools causes stress. According to the Pew Research Center
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(2020), approximately 35% of parents have admitted they struggle to deal with the new increased
childcare responsibility that includes off-campus learning due to the pandemic. In addition,
Mikolajczak et al. (2019) predicted that these new responsibilities and concerns would likely
create high family stress levels during off-campus learning.
Key Terms and Definitions
Hybrid learning: Most or all of the curriculum is decided by the school; students attend
live classes fewer than five days per week in a physical building and are off campus the rest of
the week (Wearne & Thompson, 2022).
Parental satisfaction: The extent to which parents are content with school services and
their child’s educational progress (Girgoroudis & Siskos, 2010).
School climate: The school’s beliefs, perceptions, relationships, attitudes, and rules
(Meier & Lemmer, 2019).
Organization of the Remainder of the Study
This study is divided into five chapters. Chapter 1 introduced the background of the
study, statement of the problem, statement of purpose, research questions, the significance of the
study, and critical terms and definitions. Chapter 2 is the literature review that evaluates the
works of other researchers on parental satisfaction and on-campus and off-campus learning
environments. Chapter 3 describes the population of interest, instrumentation, data collection,
variables, research questions, hypotheses, data analysis, delimitations and limitations, and ethical
considerations of the study. Chapter 4 shares the results which will be broken down by
subquestions and if the data agreed or disagreed with the null hypothesises for each question.
Chapter 5 looks at how the data from this research compares with prior data in this field and
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recommendation for future data on the topic of parental satisfaction and its relationship with the
student learning environment.
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Chapter 2: Literature
Cultural Shifts
Shift in Family Structure
The culture in China and Hong Kong SAR, a special administrative region of China, has
been experiencing rapid economic growth and social-cultural changes, which has caused an
increased number of women to enter the workforce. An interview with a parent stated that the
new generation understands that men are not the predetermined primary source of income and
women are no longer the predetermined homemakers. Instead, they know that cooperation and
understanding of the different roles are more critical now than ever, with more families in Hong
Kong SAR with two caregivers working. This increase in both parents working is why both
caregivers need to put more time into the children. Along with this, parents participate in their
children’s schoolwork together more (Lau et al., 2021).
The average household income monthly at New Territories International School (a
pseudonym used to protect the school’s anonymity in this study) was 40,000-60,000 Hong Kong
SAR dollars (1USD=7.75HKD Jan 2021). This monthly income is above the Hong Kong SAR
average of 24,890HKD monthly income (Hong Kong SAR Census and Statistics Department,
2017). On a list of 32 international schools that offer Grade 12, the average price for
international schools was 165,121 per year. The highest-priced school was Chinese International
School at 266,100, and the lowest-priced school was King George V at 14000. New Territories
International School has a price of approximately $160,000, the exact cost removed to protect the
school’s anonymity; (Edarabia, 2021).
The migratory population is those permanent residents who do not meet the usual
residents’ requirements. Permanent residents are those with Hong Kong SAR Passports or who
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have lived in Hong Kong SAR for five years and have obtained their permanent resident’s card.
The increase in dual-income families in Hong Kong SAR has challenged the traditional
development of roles, and there is an underlying push for more gender equality in Hong Kong
SAR. (Yuen, 2015). This increase in fathers taking part in their kids’ education results in fathers
becoming part of the parent satisfaction factors for schools to consider with this new swing in
less gender-bound Hong Kong SAR (Lau et al., 2019). This family household structure of a
family with two parents and children living together in one house is actually for roughly 70% of
Hong Kong SAR households in 2016 (Hong Kong SAR Special Administrative Region, Census
and Statistics Department, 2020). This number of two-parent families rose recently in 2018. Only
8.58% of all children grew up in single-parent households in Hong Kong SAR. The average
number of children was 1.4 per household in 2016 (Hong Kong 2016 Population by Census,
2017).
Hong Kong SAR is currently in a gender renaissance leading to a change in gender
identity and roles in the average home. This women’s movement to the workforce has changed
the average Hong Kong SAR home. Hong Kong SAR families have seen, from 1991 to 2019, an
increase in the number of women in the workforce, 938,000 more, or an 89.6% increase (Hong
Kong Special Administrative Region, Census and Statistics Department, 2020). These figures
come from the Hong Kong SAR census, which measures the usual resident population and
mobile resident population. A Hong Kong SAR Permanent Resident is a person who has stayed
in Hong Kong SAR for at least three months during the six months before or for at least three
months during the six months after the reference time point.
Hong Kong SAR’s development and growth changes have also changed parents’
education expectations. Parents of Hong Kong SAR have stated that society is more stable than
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in previous generations. Previous generations focused on saving up for property and did not
prioritize their children’s education. With the higher economic development and stability, there
are higher expectations of the quality of education for the current generation. They no longer just
expect them to help with chores but succeed academically. Also, competition has become very
strong in the job markets creating these new feelings toward academic success and what it will
take them to be satisfied with a school (Lau et al., 2021).
Shift in Learning Environment
Chinese parents tend to be educated and actively involved in their child’s learning from
the early years of education. However, recent changes limit this autonomous nature in the
National Security Law passed in 2020 (Wong et al., 2021). For example, teachers at a Hong
Kong SAR University taught on black screens due to forced off-campus learning. Students in
Hong Kong SAR were reluctant to turn on their cameras or microphones because they felt
Mainland Chinese authorities were spying on them and were afraid of the National Security Law
(Jung et al., 2021). Before the pandemic, online learning existed in the Hong Kong SAR
educational space. Still, off-campus learning is primarily used within the framework of
asynchronous learning, such as lecturers sharing materials and discussions. The pandemic forced
educational stakeholders to engage in live-streamed classes (Mok et al., 2021).
Parents’ views on why schools fail in off-campus learning in Hong Kong vary. Parents
(49.2%) expected the school to take remedies for online teaching. Still, some parents worry for
various reasons. The choice of online courses 64.1%, unfamiliar network operation 52.4%,
insufficient network and equipment conditions 14.7%, affected vision 59.9%, concertation
57.3%, online temptation 49.2%, unanswered questions 43.9%, and poor learning effectiveness
40.9% have all become concerns for parents. The parents’ participation was broken down into
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one to two ratios for men to women. Elementary school parents accounted for 69% of the
parents, followed by middle school students’ parents at 18%, and most parents were 30 to 39
years old (Wang & Fu, 2020).
The average amount of screen time for families during this period of off-campus learning
for 68% of kindergarten students was less than one hour, followed by 23% of kindergarten
students being online for 1 or 2 hours. Primary students have a slightly more significant amount
of screen time, with one to two hours only being 36% of the students and more than two hours
being 40% of the students. These students, as mentioned above, had parent supervision 12% of
the time for kindergarten students and 5% for primary students (Lua & et al., 2021).
Mok et al. (2021) addressed the following questions: “Can the current emergency online
learning effectively equip students with the needed competencies for the future job market?” and
“How far could the current emergency online teaching prepare students to adapt to the changing
landscape of higher education, society, and personal life?” This research placed additional
attention on the quality of online learning during the pandemic. Mok et al. analyzed the survey
responses from 1,227 university students in Hong Kong SAR. The findings infer that
improvements can be made in online learning. The research team applied the snowball sampling
method in surveying the participants. They first hired research assistants from their affiliated
institution with compensation to reach a certain number of valid responses. Second, Qualtrics
online survey system to students in Hong Kong higher education institutions for data collection
collected and stored the responses. Their referees were also encouraged to share the survey links
within their social circles.
From May 7-12, 2020, respondents to the Mok et al. (2021) were from eight public
universities and other higher education institutions in Hong Kong. The respondents included
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67.7% female and 32.3% male. The research covered the entire Hong Kong university education
spectrum from associate to doctoral programs. The level of study for the respondents was 70.8%
bachelor’s degrees, 18.6% associate programs, and less than 10% of respondents were from
postgraduate programs. The survey contained four questions which were multiple-choice
questions. The first survey question investigated how respondents evaluated their online learning
satisfaction. The second question directly asked respondents to rate their learning effectiveness
compared with face-to-face classes. The third question examined how respondents evaluated the
impact of various factors on their online learning effectiveness. The last question on online
learning challenges could provide insights into the influencing factors to respondents’ online
learning effectiveness.
Mok et al. (2021) found that “lack of interactions” was low because the “in-class
interaction”’ had been rated as the second influencing factor to online learning effectiveness
following the stability of the Internet connection. Mok et al. suggested this low rating was due to
the majority of more than 85% of respondents being at the undergraduate and associate levels.
These levels, of course, work is primarily lecture-oriented. These undergraduate respondents
were familiar with the teaching format without frequent interactions.
Shift in Teaching Role
Teachers have also found difficulty in delivering lessons in off-campus learning, which
can affect parental satisfaction. Using the same survey of 1.28 million questionnaires as
mentioned in the previous paragraph found insight into teachers’ ability to deliver lessons.
According to the relevant research report of the Institute of Curriculum and Teaching of East
China Normal University, most teachers have done professional development independently
outside of school regarding off-campus learning platforms. 45.22% of teachers use off-campus
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learning platforms frequently, and 37.69% use them rarely. Most teachers are no longer strangers
to off-campus learning. 90% of the educators either knew off-campus learning education “very
well” or “well.” However, 41.26% of teachers still found it difficult for large-scale teaching
using off-campus platforms, and 21.80% of teachers considered it very difficult (Yang & Zhang,
2020). In the relevant survey report of Beijing Normal University (Wang & Fu, 2020), the
previous research validated these statistics with 42% of teachers were anxious about doing offcampus online education. The main reason is that teachers still struggle with making social
connections with off-campus learning, organizing teaching activities to maintain engagement,
and dealing with technology needs for off-campus education.
Another issue with teachers is that they do not have a depth of experience in off-campus
teaching experience and cannot quickly adapt to and exert the advantages of technology (Zhou &
Li, 2020). In a confidential report done by Wang and Fu (2020) based on an online questionnaire
survey of 33,240 across China. This survey appeared on Questionnaire Star. Wang and Fu
(2020) distributed the questionnaire from February 5 to 11, 2020. A total of 33,240 valid
questionnaires were completed and returned. Wang and Fu broke down the questionnaires into
907 district and county education manager questionnaires, 777 school education manager
questionnaires, teacher questionnaires 2,401, student questionnaires 17,025, and parent
questionnaires 12,130. This quantitative research was done to understand the implementation
status of the “School is Out, but Class is On” charity alliance led by Beijing National Center for
Open & Distance Education Co., Ltd., united with the National Engineering Laboratory for
Intelligent Technology and Application of Internet Education. Also, they jointly developed a
survey questionnaire and conducted a nationwide survey using the “Teacher Training” cloud
platform to understand the status quo better and find problems to serve the specific
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implementation of online teaching. This created a reference for coordinating the nation’s efforts
to conduct online teaching in the unforeseen public crisis in the future (Wang & Fu 2020).
Teaching resources with online learning can be a concern with off-campus learning. In a
study of Guiyang No.8, Middle School and another school with similar teaching conditions and
students chose the experimental group. These were the two closest schools in situations out of all
the schools in Guiyang City. These conditions included running, teachers, student numbers, and
student resources. After an experimental course, the researchers collected samples from senior
students at the two schools. By comparing the results between the two schools during off-campus
learning Yao (2020) saw which teacher method was most successful. One of the schools used
Recorded Video and the other Live Broadcast during off-campus learning. These two on-campus
and off-campus learning schools were consistent in content progress and prior and post-testing
tools. The 1,024 student sample enrolled in both schools. The researchers further divided the
sample size due to China’s curriculum in which high students must choose a course of literature
or sciences.
The research groups were made up of 209 in the experimental literature group and 221 in
the control group, 294 in the experimental science group, and 300 in the control group. The
experimental group, Guiyang No. 8 Middle School, was mainly based on live broadcasting,
supplemented by a small amount of recorded video. Therefore, live broadcasting accounts for
more than 70% of teaching time. On the other hand, the peer school in the control group mainly
used the recorded videos that are available on various teaching platforms or recorded by the
teachers of the school, supplemented by a small amount of live Q & A, so the recorded video
accounted for more than 80% of the total teaching time (Yao et al., 2020).
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Yao (2020), when conducting this survey, was researching, “What role should teachers
play to achieve the teaching goals better and improve students’ academic performance?” This
research was done during online teaching; the experimental group and the control school
implemented teaching according to a unified schedule. However, the experimental group,
Guiyang No. 8 Middle School, was mainly based on live broadcasting, supplemented by a small
amount of recorded video. On the other hand, the peer school in the control group 80% of the
time used the recorded videos on online platforms or recorded, supplemented by a small amount
of live teaching. After the beginning and end of the experiment, both groups performed a pre-test
and post-test that were issued uniformly. First, the result shows that teachers doing more live
broadcasts to form more teacher-student communication and instant feedback improves student
performance. Second, for teachers, more attention and feedback should be given to students in
online teaching to form an effective online communication and classroom climate. Finally, it
confirms the importance of the student-teacher relationship in student academic gains and thus
improving parental satisfaction with the school (Yao et al.,2020).
These results also show that the experimental group’s online teaching had achieved better
results, and the students in the experimental group had made more significant academic progress
during the pandemic. The difference in performance between the two groups changed from
insignificant to significant by the end of the study. This result means that the teacher-student
relationship is essential during off-campus learning. This relationship is likely the key to good
teaching practice on or off-campus education. This research shows the availability of this
relationship between students and teachers to be a concern for parental satisfaction (Yao et al.,
2020).
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Parental Satisfaction
Researchers and physiologists often consider parental satisfaction in research as a cognitive
response (Churchill & Superant, 1982; Tse & Wilton, 1988) or an adequate response (Giese &
Cote, 2000). A critical factor in parent satisfaction research is very tied to the products/services
that they receive from the school (Anderson et al., 1994). Parental satisfaction is also always
confirmed at the evaluation time and may vary over time (Giese & Cote, 2000). Parental
satisfaction can also vary depending on which aspects of education parents value more highly,
including academics, cost, campus life, and school climate. Parental satisfaction results may be
affected by gender, educational background, employment status, income, and marital status
(Nyland et al., 2016). Traditional gender roles in China may influence survey results, as mothers
tend to be more involved than fathers in children’s education, and mothers are more likely to
report higher satisfaction levels than fathers (Kasymova et al., 2021).
Global Aspects of Parental Satisfaction
Research on parental satisfaction focuses on school choice and school as a business to
recruit and retain students and families. However, parents’ satisfaction is also deeply tied in
research to the term or school’s reputation. Other factors commonly measured in studies
regarding parental satisfaction are students’ academic performance, supplemental educational
services, school culture, climate, teacher quality, teaching methods, safety, and discipline
(Friedman et al., 2007; Gibbons & Silva, 2011). Other factors that have played a secondary role
in parents’ satisfaction with schools in research include school administration, leadership,
curriculum, class sizes, facilities, transportation, technology, and a school’s virtual and
community presence (Johnsson & Lindgren, 2010; Meier & Lemmer, 2019).
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The research performed in this dissertation precisely sub-questions six and seven about
teacher respect and respect for the school environment, similar to Meier and Lemmer (2019). In
addition, this study aligns with Meier and Lemmer’s (2019) school culture (including
perceptions, beliefs, relationships, attitudes, and rules), the organization’s quality, and discipline.
The researchers collected data for this survey from the 2014-2015 school year from Louisiana’s
ECE system. There were 906 parents who responded to the study, which measured parents’
assessment of their students’ early childhood education quality. There were 57% of the families
in this survey with an annual income of less than 25,000 USD, and 85% did not have a
bachelor’s degree.
Meier and Lemmer (2019) gathered data through written accounts elicited from parents
during two surveys administered at a public primary school (Grades 1–7) in Gauteng Province,
South Africa. First, parents voluntarily anonymously participated as part of a general parent
survey to write short commentaries on four aspects of their children’s school climate: school
culture; communication between home and school; instruction; and classroom organization and
discipline in close-ended quantitative questions along with a chance to express their views in a
qualitative reply openly. The purpose of the survey was to gauge parental satisfaction with
schooling. This was done through the lens of viewing and the idea of enhancing the quality of the
school’s instructional program and improving academic performance across the board. Second,
Meier and Lemmer (2019) analyzed the entire data set.
The parents’ responses show four significant themes: parental satisfaction with school
culture; parental satisfaction with communication between home and school; parental satisfaction
with instruction; and parental satisfaction with classroom organization and discipline, which
align with the areas of school climate in this dissertations research. This research also showed the
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value of using surveys over parent interviews to collect information. The school’s survey was
essentially an endeavour to encourage parents to voice their opinions, concerns, and views
without fear due to their identities being protected. The survey paid off as it provided the school
with important feedback about parental preferences and satisfaction with the current
effectiveness of existing communication practices between home and school. However, the
interviews, even though they allowed two-way communication, the pressure of numbers reduced
parent-teacher interviews to cursory exchanges (Meier & Lemmer, 2019)
Lau’s research addresses parental satisfaction factors that connect with school marketing.
The relationship between Hong Kong SAR parental satisfaction in educating and mixed
marketing (2016). Lau et al. details how marketing in education encompasses the efforts of
individual staff and the coordinated administrative approach of the institution to put in place
processes that ensure the quality of academic services to both parents and students (2016).
School personnel assumes this responsibility of marketing to ensure the quality of work. It may
progressively evaluate parental satisfaction through communications, involvement, curriculum,
school environment, school safety, staff quality, fees, and transportation (Friedman et al., 2007).
Teachers also firmly believe that these listed items are the strongest predictors of parental
satisfaction (Schneider et al., 2000).
Another study considered multiple factors when measuring parent satisfaction with a
school in Iceland. Jónsdóttir et al. (2017) looked at the influential aspects of children’s wellbeing and development of students, parents’ voice and influence in school decisions, school
plans, and exceptional support programs. This multi-point look at parental satisfaction matches
the survey in this research. The research in this dissertation also looked at similar areas as
Jónsdóttir et al. (2017) that of well-being and development and schools plans, when asking
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families about school environments and student enjoyment and motivation. Björnsdóttir & Bæck
compiled participants from 20 compulsory schools, with a sample size of 3481 making up 17%
of all the Iceland critical schools education students. This 17% equated to a response rate of 67%
for some parts of the survey. Jónsdóttir’s (2017) main focus of this study was to illuminate the
factors influencing parents’ experiences with the school. The questionnaire was developed for
parents in 20 compulsory schools in Iceland. The questionnaire included questions about parents’
opinions on teaching, communication, and cooperation with school staff; students’ well-being
and need for support; parents’ general satisfaction with school, and their ideas about desirable
parent participation, all similar to the seven questions in this dissertations research.
Jónsdóttir (2017) used the online survey software Question Pro similar to the Panorama
survey, for data collection. Parents received invitations to participate via e-mail. The regression
analysis on parents’ satisfaction with the school was performed on the two outcome variables
produced by the factor analysis, teaching and communication, and on the question about parents’
satisfaction with school. Only participants who answered all the questions in the factor analysis
were included, which provided a sample size of 2129 (61.2% of the original sample).
In 2017 a survey by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), part of the U.S.
Department of Education, chose to look at parent satisfaction with multiple factors. They looked
at parents’ general satisfaction with the school system and the teacher, academic standards,
discipline and order within the classroom, and how school staff interacts with them. This
research also broke down each group’s economic, cultural, and whether they attended private or
public schools. The research in this dissertation chooses to look at areas of order within the
classroom (respect), school system (school system of evaluation), and order within the school
(school environment) (Cheng & Peterson, 2017). The U.S. National Household Education
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Surveys Program by American Institutes for Research in the “Parent and Family Involvement in
Education Survey” administered this research to households with students enrolled in K-12
schools. Seventeen thousand one hundred sixty-six families with a response rate of 58%
completed the survey.
In research outside of Southeast Texas, the United States of America, 4436 students
enrolled in pre-kindergarten through high school at a large public school district durfurther19 to
the 2020 academic year. This sample represented over half of the student population enrolled in
the school district. The average population of the district, 50.90%, were boys, and 34.17% were
economically disadvantaged. Concerning race, 55.90% of the 8375 students were white, 24.17%
were Latino/Hispanic, 11.28% were black, 4.55% were Asian, and 4.1% were other. The break
down by grade level was 37.3% in pre-kindergarten through fourth grade, 15.2% in intermediate
school, 16.3% in middle school, and 31.2% in high school (Limbers, 2021).
On July 1, 2020, Limbers (2021) sent an e-mail to primary parents of students in this
public school district. Limbers (2021) asked parents to complete the survey separately from the
students attending school in the district. Limbers received and analyzed the 4,436 responses
between July 1–13, 2020. However, this was a time when rates of illness due to the pandemic in
Texas were among the highest in the United States, and off-campus education was taking place.
From July 1–13, 18% endorsed a preference for an off-campus instruction format for the start of
the 2020 to 2021 academic year, 52% of parents endorsed a preference for a traditional, face-toface instruction format, and 30% of parents endorsed a preference for an on-campus/off-campus
instructional format (Limbers, 2021). Caregivers of middle-school students (33.6%) were more
likely to endorse a preference for an on-campus/virtual hybrid instructional format compared to
caregivers of elementary school students (26.3%). Caregivers of middle-school students (50.5%)
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were less likely to endorse a preference for a traditional, face-to-face instructional format
compared to caregivers of elementary school students (55.2%). However, no matter the school
level, caregivers have concerns about the students’ health, and safety was the most significant
factor associated with the caregiver preference, whether it be on-campus or off-campus learning.
(Limbers, 2021)
Limbers (2021) conducted this study to assess parental preferences between on-campus
and off-campus learning at home and the factors associated with these preferences. Limbers
(2021) sent a to primary caregivers of students in this public school district asking them to
complete an anonymous online survey about their initial preferences for their student’s back-toschool learning environment. Caregivers were asked to complete the survey separately for each
child and adolescent attending school in the district. The survey asked caregivers to indicate the
grade level and campus their students planned to attend during the 2020 to 2021 academic year.
Caregivers were asked: “How would you prefer for your student to start the school year?” The
response options were: “On-campus/traditional,” “On-campus and virtual hybrid schedule,” and
“Fully virtual.” It was noted under the response options that “Hybrid schedules would be along
the lines of half-days or A/B schedules every other day to reduce the number of students on
campus at any given time if schools are mandated to reduce quantities of children for social
distancing. This was done to bring attention to the health and safety element. (Limbers, 2021)
Limbers (2021) found that the chi-square test was statistically significant between
elementary school and high school parents’ preferences for instruction format for 2020 to 2021
academic year. For example, 32.3% of parents of high-school students were more likely to
endorse a choice for an on-campus/off-campus hybrid instructional format than 26.3% of parents
of elementary school students. On the other hand, 49.3% of parents of high-school students were
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less likely to endorse a preference for a traditional, face-to-face instructional format than 55.2%
of parents of elementary school students (Limbers, 2021). Parental satisfaction can differ
depending on the culture.
Hong Kong/Mainland China Parental Satisfaction and Household Dynamics
The pandemic has affected men and women differently. For instance, females are posting
fewer preprints and beginningless research projects due to males. This gender differentiation is
because of the increased teaching tasks during the shift to off-campus learning and increased
childcare responsibilities (Kasymova et al., 2021). When reviewing previous and future research
in Asia, especially China, it is essential to remember that gender roles can strongly affect
responses. There is a traditional distinction between Asian families from Western families placed
on gender-role attitudes’ cultural values, and viewpoints. Chinese culture constructed a societal
focus on collectivism and filial piety, directly correlating to fathers’ ignorance of their student’s
education. Chinese culture defines the father’s role as the source of income in the culture of
matters outside of the home. Chinese norms define mothers as responsible for all home and
childrearing matters (Kasymova et al., 2021).
Kasymova et al. (2021) did this interview to explore the experience of academics who
mothered during the pandemic. Kasymova et al. (2021) research used one theory to guide the
research, that the pandemic had a more significant effect on mothers concerning their child’s
education than fathers. Data collection occurred qualitative data via an online survey (June–July
2020) with academic mothers during the pandemic and follow-up one-on-one interviews (August
2020). The link to the survey was posted on the social media Facebook group titled Academic
Mamas, a diverse online group of academics who identify as mothers. As of June 29, 2020, there
were 11,226 members. There were 131 participants who identified as female academics recruited
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via a Facebook group called Academic Mamas. Then 20 of these 131 were then interviewed via
phone or Zoom. The potential participants had access to the questionnaire for two weeks. The
eligibility criteria included: (1) being a full- or part-time faculty member at a US-based
institution, (2) having a child aged ten or younger, and (3) identifying as a person who mothers.
Participants took between 10 and 15 min to complete the questionnaire. Survey questions
included demographic information, information about the division of childcare and schooling
responsibilities, and the average time allocated to work and family responsibilities.
Kasymova et al. (2021) completed independent coding of the first seven transcripts and a
graduate student research assistant, then reviewed individual codes and combined them into
subthemes and themes. This resulted in results showing that working mothers shoulder a
disproportionately large share of domestic and childcare responsibilities since off-campus
learning started. The observed intensification of caregiving and schooling-at-home
responsibilities would have long-lasting effects. It could increase gender disparities in childcare
between mothers and their parenting partners and place more of the educational burden on
mothers.
Parental satisfaction results may be affected by gender, educational background,
employment status, income, and marital status (Nyland et al., 2016). Traditional gender roles in
China may have caused the survey results. As mentioned before, where mothers tend to be more
involved in the students’ education than the fathers, mothers are more likely to report higher
satisfaction levels than fathers. (McWayne et al., 2008). Research also suggests that parents
believe specific demographics such as socioeconomic status and parental education levels
directly affect parent satisfaction. For example, parents of lower socioeconomic status may not
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send their children to higher-quality educational institutions they would prefer (Riley & Glass,
2002).
Hu et al. researched parental satisfaction with the educational programs with 532 parents
of early childhood students and 48 teachers in China, the Guangdong province, neighboring the
north of Hong Kong SAR. Using a stratified random procedure in selecting participants across
all levels of economic standing. Hu et al. selected 48 preschools from different economic levels
set by the Guangdong government (advanced, average, below average). Ten preschools from
economically average, 19 from the economically below average, and 19 from financially
moderate regions. The research points out that parents’ parental satisfaction is tied to the quality
of education even though parents may have a limited understanding of what makes up highquality education, such as student and teacher relationships (2018). This parental
misunderstanding may come from the factors of quality education that are difficult to measure or
observe, such as quality teacher-child relationships. Making measurable factors such as cost or
location have a higher element in parental satisfaction (Peyton et al., 2001). Hu et al. (2018)
investigated parent satisfaction and investigated parents’ demographics, teaching experience,
class size, and Emotional Support and showed that it also affected their satisfaction.
Parents’ feelings towards off-campus learning also varied with household size. As stated
before, very few families have more than one child in Hong Kong SAR. A study of education
children whose families with more than one child rejected off-campus learning at a high rate,
stating they had no time to support and support their children’s education. Also, parents with one
child generally would put more time and energy into their child’s education (Li et al., 2020).
Li et al.’s (2020) study measured the impact on only children students in science literacy
in Zhuang students are Tai-speaking students form the largest ethnic minority group in Southern
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China. In addition, 527 Zhuang students were surveyed and tested with PISA (Program for
International Student Assessment) Science in 2008, 236 where females were13 to 17. This
quantitative survey was administered on school grounds during a unique class period.
These results are relevant because findings implied that the Expectancy Value Model for
students might be cross-cultural and universal, highlighting the importance of positive and
realistic educational expectations. The research hypothesis directly correlates between Science
Literary and Parental Educational Expectations. Li et al.’s result (2020) and mediation analysis
confirmed that Parental Educational Expectation and Self-Educational Expectation acted as the
serial mediators between Science Literacy. These results show that higher Parental Educational
Expectation eventually results in higher Science Literacy (Li et al., 2020).
The survey demographics of 30 and 39 years (68.3%), and between 20 and29 years
(19.8%), few were aged between 40 and 49 years (11.0%), very few were 50 years or above
(0.9%), and none was under 20 years shows that most respondents were in the age of having
school-aged students. Parents had one or two children; very few have three or four plus. Half the
parents (50.5%) reported their students were 3–4 years old, and some (34.5%) were 4–5 years
old, making over 80% of the children in early childhood education. Parents’ educational levels
were very diversified: junior secondary school, high school, associate degree, Bachelor’s, and
postgraduate degree. Has mentioned in Li’s (2020) research, the arch parents’ educational level
can play an essential part in parental expectations. Li (2020) hypothesized that parents and
educators were concerned about the negative effect of screen time on young children’s health
and development. Li’s research was guided by three questions: What were young children’s
online learning experiences during the pandemic? What were Chinese parents’ beliefs about
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online learning during the pandemic? What were Chinese parents’ attitudes towards online
learning for their young children? (Li et al., 2020).
Hmong Kong/Mainland China Parental Satisfaction and Off-Campus Learning
Parental satisfaction in Hong Kong SAR and Mainland China has been researched
recently by the governments and individual researchers to measure the implications of the
movement to off-campus learning with parental satisfaction. A survey of Hong Kong SAR
parents of primary and kindergarten students during off-campus learning looking into issues
related to parental satisfaction found further insights into how the need for parents’ involvement
in online learning can affect parental satisfaction. The survey included 3,381 primary school
parents whose children engaged in online learning at the survey time. Most of the respondents
were mothers (92.4%) and had an average of 1.51 children. Most parents reported their children
attending lower primary classes (Primary 1: 801, 24.1%; Primary 2: 739, 22.3%; Primary 3: 578,
17.4%; Primary 4: 547, 16.5%; Primary 5: 406, 12.2%; Primary 6: 250, 7.5%, 60 missing). This
current sample is considered middle-class: the median range of monthly household income was
HK$40,001–60,000 (US$1 = HK$7.78. Hong Kong SAR Census Department compared this total
to an average income of HK$24,890 for all families in Hong Kong SAR (Hong Kong SAR
Census and Statistics Department, 2017). 70.5% of children attended government or aided
primary schools (compared to 80% of the primary school population). The survey asked
participants four questions. First, two questions regarding the number of time students spend
doing assignments and total screen time. One question about how much parental assistance is
needed during off-campus learning. The final question was about parents’ satisfaction with
online learning (Lau et al., 2021).
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Results showed that children’s assignments were at a medium-to-high level (4.25 out of
6), although the time on online learning was relatively low (2.57 out of 7). In addition, parents
reported that their children’s competence to complete online education by themselves was
medium (3.09 out of 5). Moreover, 1,585 participants (46.9%) were dissatisfied, while 1,796
parents (53.1%) were satisfied with their children’s online learning during the pandemic.
Looking deeper into the interaction between the number of assignments and a child’s
competence showed that students who were less competent in completing off-campus
assignments by themselves had higher amounts of assignments related negatively to parents’
satisfaction. Also, the number of assignments and parents’ satisfaction were insignificant when
children were more competent in completing off-campus assignments (Lau et al., 2021).
Lau et al. (2021) also researched the area of parental satisfaction with the length of time
to complete assignments in off-campus learning. They found that for students who were less
competent in completing off-campus assignments by themselves, the longer the time to complete
the off-campus assignments was negatively correlated to parents’ satisfaction. On the other hand,
for children who were more competent in completing off-campus assignments by themselves, the
length of off-campus assigned assignments was positively related to parents’ satisfaction with a
students’ off-campus learning (Lau et al., 2021).
A survey of Hong Kong SAR parents of primary and kindergarten students during offcampus learning looking into issues related to parental satisfaction found further insights into
how the need for parental involvement in online learning can affect parental satisfaction. The
survey included 3,381 primary school parents whose children engaged in online learning at the
survey time. Most of the respondents were mothers (92.4%) and had an average of 1.51 children.
Most parents reported their children attending lower primary classes (Primary 1: 801, 24.1%;
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Primary 2: 739, 22.3%; Primary 3: 578, 17.4%; Primary 4: 547, 16.5%; Primary 5: 406, 12.2%;
Primary 6: 250, 7.5%, 60 missing). This current sample is considered middle-class: the median
range of monthly household income was HK$40,001–60,000 (US$1 = HK$7.78. Hong Kong
SAR Census Department compared this total to an average income of HK$24,890 for all families
in Hong Kong SAR (Hong Kong SAR Census and Statistics Department, 2017). 70.5% of
children attended government or aided primary schools (compared to 80% of the primary school
population). The survey asked participants four questions. First, two questions regarding the
number of time students spend doing assignments and total screen time. One question about how
much parental assistance is needed during off-campus learning. The final question was about
parents’ satisfaction with online learning (Lau et al., 2021).
Results showed that children’s assignments were at a medium-to-high level (4.25 out of
6), although the time on online learning was relatively low (2.57 out of 7). In addition, parents
reported that their children’s competence to complete online education by themselves was
medium (3.09 out of 5). Moreover, 1,585 participants (46.9%) were dissatisfied, while 1,796
parents (53.1%) were satisfied with their children’s online learning during the pandemic.
Looking deeper into the interaction between the number of assignments and a child’s
competence showed that students who were less competent in completing off-campus
assignments by themselves had higher amounts of assignments related negatively to parents’
satisfaction. Also, the number of assignments and parents’ satisfaction were insignificant when
children were more competent in completing off-campus assignments (Lau et al., 2021).
Lau et al. (2021) also researched the area of parental satisfaction with the length of time
to complete assignments in off-campus learning. They found that for students who were less
competent in completing off-campus assignments by themselves, the longer the time to complete
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the off-campus assignments was negatively correlated to parents’ satisfaction. On the other hand,
for children who were more competent in completing off-campus assignments by themselves, the
length of off-campus assigned assignments was positively related to parents’ satisfaction with a
students’ off-campus learning (Lau et al., 2021).
Lau’s (2021) study looked at assignment length and students’ ability and how it affects
parental satisfaction during off-campus learning with four questions:
1. During the class suspension, how many learning activities/assignments does your
child have to do?
2. During the class suspension, how much time does your child spend on-screen
products for school’s learning activities each day?
3. During the class suspension, can your child complete online learning without parental
assistance?
4. Are you satisfied with the school’s online learning/learning activities during class
suspension?
Lau (2021) hypothesized that children’s competence in completing online learning
independently would moderate the associations between the number of learning assignments, the
length of online learning, and parental satisfaction. Especially when the children’s competence is
high, the association between the length and amount of online learning and parent satisfaction
was expected to be more favorable than when the children’s competence is low.
Lau (2021) used a stratified sampling strategy in a qualitative study to recruit two
kindergartens, each with a different economic median monthly household income. The authors
and research assistants conducted all interviews in a focus group interview session, which
created the weakness in this research. Due to the focus group’s research, in-depth interviews with
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individuals did not occur. Twelve parents participated in the group interview for this
research. The 6,702 Hong Kong SAR parent respondents were obtained with an anonymous
online parent survey (via Qualtrics), completed on February 19–22, 2020, three weeks after the
initial class suspension in Hong Kong SAR schools. The study’s invitation, instruction, and
online survey were provided to all participants through a hyperlink posted on three local
Facebook pages with parents and teachers as the target audience. The online survey included
questions in three main sessions (1: basic information about the learning arrangements, 2:
parents’ perceived level of difficulty for children to complete learning at home and parental
satisfaction, and 3: children’s screen time) (Lau et al, 2021). Results showed that the main effect
of child competence in independent learning was significant, but the main effects of the number
of learning assignments or length of online learning were not. Lau’s (2021) study failed to find a
link between the number of learning assignments and length of online learning and parental
satisfaction.
Lau’s (2021) survey of 6,702 Hong Kong SAR parents from February 19 and 22, 2020,
was conducted during the Mandated class suspension by the EDB for three weeks. During this
time, the Educational Bureau put off-campus learning into place. Lau et al. surveyed these
parents, looking at three areas: participant difficulties and support needed for distance offcampus learning (motivation), parents’ view of the off-campus learning (school enjoyment), and
students’ screen time during off-campus learning (school enjoyment and motivation). All three
of these areas are in the scope of parental satisfaction, which this research is also investigating.
However, this research differs because it looks at all students in Hong Kong SAR and not just
international school students in Hong Kong SAR. The researchers found the participants for this
survey through a social media platform of two different Facebook pages managed by Lau’s
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university, which contained parents in the target audience. Lau et al. (2021) selected this because
of the popularity and heavy traffic to the page. In addition, the overwhelming majority of the
participants were female (93%). These families filled out an anonymous survey online (via
Qualtrics) by a hyperlink posted on the Facebook page. Human Research Ethics Committee
approved this research at Lau’s university.
During Lau’s (2021) study, he questioned parents about their concerns during off-campus
learning. 83.2% of the parents stated they were concerned about their school’s off-campus ability
to deliver education. 77.1% of the parents followed that statement by voicing concerns about
children’s learning progress during off-campus learning. Some of the other areas of great
concern of parents in Lau’s research are that 75.7% of parents were concerned about the overuse
of electronic products and 41.1% about home-school communication. These results highlight the
need for a deeper look into parental satisfaction (Lau, 2021).
Lau’s (2021) researched online learning and parental satisfaction during the pandemic
and child competence in independent learning as a moderator using a survey of 6,702 Hong
Kong SAR parents from February 19–22, 2020, during off-campus learning. Lau had also done
previous research in this area in 2019 with “Are they ready for home-school partnership?
Perspectives of kindergarten principals, teachers and parents.” Both times he looked at
education in the Hong Kong area the same area as this research, also looking at off-campus
learning in both instances. The Lau (2021) study shared the most similarities with a look
parents of all grade levels of students only differing in looking at both public and private
school parents. Lau looked at three areas: participant difficulties and support needed for
distance off-campus learning (motivation), parents’ view of the off-campus learning (school
enjoyment), and students’ screen time during off-campus learning (school enjoyment and
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motivation). While Lau did not do a comparison, he found that 83.2% of the parents stated
they were concerned about their school’s off-campus ability to deliver education, 77.1% of the
parents followed that statement by voicing concerns about children’s learning progress during
off-campus learning, 75.7% of parents were concerned about the overuse of electronic
products and 41.1% about home-school communication.
Lau’s research along with this research show the need to make changes in future school
policy in Hong Kong with off-campus learning and how better to address parental concerns
with off-campus learning. This research and Lau’s are both very recent and are both due to
recent political and pandemic occurrences in Hong Kong, resulting in the limited research in
this area. This research can be applied to fill the gap for research in this area.
During the pandemic, Chinese parents had a propensity to reject off-campus learning for
three main reasons. These reasons were that their children had little to no self-regulation, parents
did not have the training to assist, and parents did not have the role of teacher established with
their children. However, empirical evidence has proven that successful online learning selfregulation is necessary (Vlachopoulos & Hatzigianni, 2016).
Self-regulation, in this sense, is not about traditional Chinese Confucianism that children
should be self-restrained and self-regulated to maintain and follow the social norms and rules.
Instead, this use of self-regulation refers to the definition of self-regulation as controlling selfgenerated thoughts, feelings, and behaviors in connection with achieving a goal or goals
(Zimmerman, 2002). These findings indicate that Chinese parents could expect their children to
show and learn self-control and self-regulation at a young age. Thus, parents become dissatisfied
when schools do not control their children in off-campus learning environments that promote
self-regulation.
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In one research study, Chinese parents had found that off-campus learning compounds
the adverse effects caused by the pandemic lockdown due to its unexpected demand on their time
(Dong et al., 2020). This study looked at a sample size of 3275 Chinese parents of early
childhood education programs in the Henan Province in Central China, beliefs, and attitudes
around young children’s online learning during the pandemic lockdown. These surveys were
done in the Middle of March 2020 after parents and students had been quarantined at home for
two months due to China’s lockdown in late January 2020. This survey was completely
voluntary. The questionnaire consisted of three parts and included 41 closed and two open-ended
questions creating a mix of quantitative and qualitative data. The closed questions and rating
scales generated an overview of parents’ beliefs and attitudes about online learning, whereas
opened-end questions allowed parents to express their personal feelings, experiences, and
knowledge related to online.
Parents have been surveyed in China by the Department of Education in Heilongjiang
Province questionnaire survey of 1.28 million questionnaires to explain the online teaching
management of basic education needs during the pandemic caused off-campus learning among
parents of all ages. In this report by the education department, 39.84% were “very satisfied,”
19.71 % were less satisfied, 38.01% were relatively satisfied, and only 2.44% were not satisfied.
Out of these parents, 92.33% of parents felt that “schools and teachers actively contacted them
and communicated the cautions and arrangements for online learning.” Therefore, they were
“very satisfied” with it (Yang et al., 2021).
In a survey of 9,824 parents of elementary students in 9 counties in Sichuan Province by
Zhou & Li. (2020), parents thought that children were not concentrating while doing off-campus
learning (44.48%) and that non-consistent scheduling of learning times (44.06%) are the two
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main problems of off-campus education. In addition, the results showed that 38.54% of the
students had insufficient confidence in adapting to off-campus learning quickly; 37.1% believed
they had poor initiative in online learning, and 45.79% considered needing teachers’ or parents’
supervision to complete the task of online learning. As a result, students’ independent learning
ability has become an essential factor that affects the final results of online learning. The Sichuan
Department of education conducted this survey via e-mail to families in Grades 1–12 (Zhou &
Li, 2020).
Parents’ need for assistance supporting off-campus learning is essential for parental
satisfaction. According to a Zhongguancun Internet Education Innovation survey, elementary
and middle school teachers, students, parents, and educational administrators completed the
survey in seven major regions, including East, Central, and South China. The Ministry of
Education and the Balanced Development of Informatization and Basic Education in China
established the Collaborative Innovation Center. During the pandemic, 23.4% and 29.6% of the
parents indicated that they accompanied their children for online learning 100% of the time. The
rest of the parents were very frequently, and 38.1% just occasionally, but 7.9% were not
accompanying or supporting their students with online learning (Wang & Fu 2020).
Shek et al. (2020) found that another factor in parental satisfaction that has been found to
play a role in Hong Kong SAR parents’ satisfaction is the schools’ ability to deliver life skills
education. The study was a 6-year longitudinal study examining the personal, family, and school
adjustment of high school students in Hong Kong SAR regarding life skills. The research used a
stratified cluster sampling method with 28 schools with 431 parents. Shek et al. broke their
questionnaire into several parts: positive youth development, well-being, risk behavior, and
family processes. The questionnaire also assessed students’ and parents’ perceptions of life skills
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education in senior high school years (2020). Almost all parents (97.8%) agreed that life skills
knowledge was essential, and 60% of the parents perceived life skills education as insufficient in
the formal curriculum. These results also meant that 44.5% of parents perceived adolescents as
weak in emotional management, resilience (53.8%), problem-solving ability (46.6%), and being
grateful (34.6%). In addition, although around 90% of the parents regarded the moral character
as important, 36.5% of them perceived adolescent morality as below, and 51.7% predicted a
decline in adolescent morality in the future. Finally, Shek et al. found parent-adolescent
discrepancies on related issues. Hong Kong SAR parents perceived the insufficiency of life skills
knowledge to be lacking, and the formal curriculum and life skills to be lacking (2020), causing
an effect on parental satisfaction with schools.
Shek et al.’s (2020) research addressed the lack of research examining the perceptions of
different stakeholders (including students, teachers, and parents) of adolescent life skills and
related education, especially in the formal curriculum. Shek et al. did this by looking at three
research questions listed below:
1. What are the perceptions of students, teachers, and parents of the need for life skills
education for adolescents?
2. What are the perceptions of students, teachers, and parents on the adequacy of life
skills education in the formal curriculum?
3. What are the perceptions of students, teachers, and parents on the life skills
development in adolescents in Hong Kong?
These research questions were looked at in four studies. The first study was a
longitudinal study based on the responses of students in Grades 10–12. In the subsequent three
cross-sectional studies, we examined the perceptions of students, teachers, and parents of the
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need for and adequacy of life skills education and their perceptions of life skills in adolescents in
Hong Kong. The first study was a 6-year longitudinal study examining high school students’
personal, family, and school adjustments in Hong Kong. Through the stratified cluster sampling
method, with 28 schools and 3328 students in the participating research. In the second study,
Shek et al. (2020) examined students’ views regarding the formal curriculum’s need for and
adequacy of life skills education. The second study had 2474 students from 20 local secondary
schools admitting students with different levels of academic performance. The third research
survey was another cross-sectional study based on the teachers’ responses, providing an
alternative perspective of related issues. It included 568 teachers from 11 secondary schools in
Hong Kong. These 11 high schools were drawn from those who participated in Study 2. Forth
and finally study, Shek et al. (2020) conducted to understand parents’ perceptions of life skills in
their adolescent children and Hong Kong adolescents. It contained 431 parents (mean
age = 44.57) from nine secondary schools joined Study 2. The participants completed the
questionnaire in a self-administered and anonymous manner.
School Climate
Research shows there are three areas of school climate. These three areas include
leadership, relationship, and parental involvement. These three areas align with the seven
research subquestions. While Leadership plays a role in all aspects of school, it is best aligned
with research questions three, four, and five because they are independent of teachers and
directly represent leadership decisions. The relationship is directly related to research
subquestions one, two, six, and seven. This connection is because all the questions deal with the
teachers’ relationships and understanding of the students, thus creating an engaging, respectful
learning environment. Finally, parental involvement is covered by all of these research
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subquestions because they are testing the parents’ understanding of the school climate due to
their parental involvement.
Leadership has a litany of research that documents principals’ and directors’ effects on
students’ academic achievement (Smylie et al., 2020). Unfortunately, this research suggests that
these effects are only indirect. Principals modulated their effects through the work of others, such
as teachers and teaching assistants. This indirect effect is because principals control school
conditions by passing policies. However, they do not directly control the classroom only via
teachers through the school mission statement, policies, and other guidelines (Kyriakides et al.,
2015). Leadership is most effective when it delegates responsibilities, creates participation in
school decisions, and opportunities to improve teaching are readily available and are related to a
high-quality pedagogy among teachers (Marks & Printy, 2003).
Research shows that teachers who are integrated into the school climate directly and find
help from other teachers develop their identity as resilient teachers (Johnson et al., 2016).
Teachers perceive that their colleagues will take on similar responsibilities and increase
involvement in the teaching innovation processes (Li et al., 2020). Teachers who fail to feel
included in the school climate frequently become victimized (Martinez et al., 2016). The other
meaningful relationship in the school community that shows significant importance in student
success is the student-teacher relationship. The quality of this relationship is often the main
determinant of student progress (Fauth et al., 2014). This relationship affects the teachers’
perceptions of students and influences their effort and teaching strategies (Caprara et al., 2006).
Parent involvement research shows that teachers’ perceptions of parental involvement are
directly correlated to the teachers’ sense of self-efficacy. Parental involvement research also
creates the expectations they create for their students (Tschannen-Moran et al., 2007). Teachers
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also maintain low expectations for students if they find out that they hold different values than
their students’ parents. This relationship between teachers and parents also increases teachers’
frustration when parents are not involved in students’ learning affecting the school climate
(Eccles & Harold, 1996).
School Enjoyment
An important factor in parents’ satisfaction is whether their children enjoy school. Do
they dread going to school, or do they look forward to it? Does this enjoyment of school change
when the school is in their bedroom, living room, or on-campus? A survey of college students
completed before the final week of class but before the final exam at Griffith University in
Australia from 2011 to 2014 has a mix of students very similar to that of Hong Kong SAR
International School with students from Western Europe, Canada, and South East Asia. Showed
that there was a significant difference of 5% in students in student satisfaction with the transition
to an off-campus and on-campus school. Students do not entirely hold their instructor responsible
for a less satisfying experience if the course is delivered online (Guest et al., 2018). Guest et al.,
implementing a difference-in-difference technique onset of data of 2653 courses at a large, multicampus Australian university, found that online courses are less popular than face-to-face
instructors. Also, converting a course from on-campus to off-campus seems to diminish student
satisfaction. Guest et al.’s (2018) research shows that off-campus teaching is less well received
by students but by a small margin, and the results are conditional upon the assumption that
satisfaction scores are meaningfully comparable across learning delivery modes.
Guest et al. (2018) focused on two critical variables designed to capture two of the most
critical aspects of student perception from the point of view of university administrators. The
first variable asks students to assess on a five-point scale their overall satisfaction looking at the
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course, and the second with the instructor using the same scale. This was chosen because it is
possible for students to be satisfied with a course but not the instructor, or vice versa. Guest et al.
analyzed the variables obtained by online surveys completed by students after the formal
teaching period but typically prior to the final assessment. All enrolled students are invited to
complete the questionnaires, although response rates are typically less than 50%. The surveys
were anonymous, and their timing was structured to minimize the impact on perceived student
performance. The average evaluation score was the dependent variable, thus ignoring the
variability of these responses within each course. The data are arranged with a five-point Likert
scale (Guest et al., 2018).
Griffith University produced the previous data from 2,653 courses administered since
2011 during student satisfaction surveys offered to online classes. Though this survey addresses
the feelings of the students and not the parents, it shows that students’ enjoyment of school can
be affected by the movement to online school in a negative manner even if the school staff is not
to blame. This uncontrolled school closing is comparable to the case in Hong Kong SAR EDB,
forcing schools to close (Guest et al., 2018).
The second survey of off-campus students attending Central Queensland University
studying various courses took part in a satisfaction survey to better understand off-campus
learning and retention. The findings showed that off, negatively predicting, that-campus students
had several factors which played into their satisfaction, such as entertainment which played a
positive role, and interaction with other students significantly, negatively indicated the students’
overall satisfaction, which was the inverse of on-campus students (Bornschlegl & Cashman,
2019). This lack of connections between students is directly affected by off-campus learning in a
nonshared environment with other students.
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The sample consisted of four courses offered by Central Queensland University (CQU)
within the Bachelor of Education. Five hundred thirty-six distance students attended these
courses from 2015 to 2016. A survey invitation and two reminders to participate in the survey
were sent to the students. The quantitative data was collected via a 15-minute online survey. The
instruments were created online, using the online service SurveyMonkey.
Bornschlegl & Cashman’s research question was, “Can the distance student experience
be used to predict students’ overall satisfaction and their intention to persist?”. Their findings
show that the distance student experience predicted significant variance in the students’ overall
satisfaction, with education and entertainment being significant positive predictors. In addition,
this research shows that online learning is a significant influence on students and, thus, parental
satisfaction (Bornschlegl & Cashman, 2018).
Meier & Lemmer (2019) analyzed Lau’s (2019) raw data of 6,702 kindergarten and
primary school families (93% mothers) via social media. Meier & Lemmer (2019) found that
64% of kindergarten families and 53% of primary families were satisfied with their school’s
online learning. However, the main reason for dissatisfaction with the schools’ off-campus
learning is that 48% of kindergarten families and 50%primary families is that there is a lack of
support from the school. Support Is something on-campus learning offers more accessible
assignments (Meier & Lemmer, 2019).
Student Motivation
Another factor that plays into families’ satisfaction is how motivating are the classroom
lessons at the children’s school. Off-campus learning offers greater flexibility in education but
asks a lot more of students-self-discipline to be disciplined and be motivated. If that selfdiscipline is lacking, parents need to create it they have never had before. A study of a middle-
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sized Midwest university in the United States of 778 students found that on-campus students
seek help at a much higher rate than off-campus students, but off-campus students have a higher
self-efficacy. The lower rate of seeking help from teachers or peers is possible because students
off-campus could feel more disconnected from the teacher or other students due to the isolation
from others during quarantine and off-campus learning, reducing their motivation to engage in
the course. They have this higher self-efficacy because off-campus students have found online
school less challenging. All factors play into a student’s motivation in completing or not
completing a course or task (Stark, 2019).
Stark (2019) researched, “Do students enrolled in an online course report different
motivations or learning strategies for that course, compared to students enrolled in a face-to-face
course?” This study was completed at the institution of Stark (2019), a midsize midwestern
university in the United States. The demographics of the 778 participants who completed the
survey were 77% female and 82% Caucasian/White. The average age of participants was 20.73
(range 18–53, SD = 3.28). Students were asked to choose a particular class they were currently
enrolled in, and then they noted whether that particular course was on-campus or off-campus.
The survey was disseminated using Qualtrics, an online survey tool. The first two parts asked
questions about demographics and current course selections. The next portion of the survey
included 81 quantitative questions. All 81 items were scored on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging
from 1 (not at all true of me) to 7 (very true of me).
Stark’s (2019) results showed that students in online classes reported significantly lower
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation levels than students in face-to-face courses. The research
conceptualizes intrinsic motivation to focus on learning and mastery of the content. In contrast,
extrinsic motivation refers to a goal of earning high grades or approval from others, so this
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finding suggests that students in the online courses were less motivated by both the content of the
material itself and the potential to earn higher grades compared to those in face-to-face classes.
This links directly with this research sub-question two, “How motivating are the classroom
lessons at your child’s school? In addition, Stark (2019) showed that motivation levels are
affected by either on-campus or off-campus learning.
On-campus students’ motivation significantly affects their learning and academic
performance (Shores & Shannon, 2007). However, through the on-campus teaching and learning
style, teachers still struggle with the students’ motivation (Dotson, 2016). With motivations
playing an essential role in the student’s academic performance, it also plays a role in families’
satisfaction with on-campus and off-campus learning.
System of Evaluation (Assessment)
Assessment can vary from the day-to-day formative assessments to the running records,
which sometimes come in SATs (Scholastic Aptitude Test). These tests often affect parental
satisfaction with schools and become hotly debated by parents. For example, in interviews with
parents of six and seven-year-olds who took part in coordinated strike action in May 2016 in
England, parents said the following regarding assessments on-campus (Wenham, 2019). Parents
expressed in the research the discrepancy between what teachers will report to them and the
reports generated by the assessments the school uses. One example is when a parent shares how
the teachers say their student is writing above grade level with elegant language and structure.
Still, they scored terribly on the standardized test because they missed full stops (periods) and
capital letters. A second parent shared that their student found that school testing was stressful
and tedious because of testing. Their student also cried before school and did not want to go
(Wenham, 2019).
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Parents have long had opinions on the on-campus assessment that directly affected their
satisfaction with their school. Wenham (2019) used a qualitative pilot study of primary school
parents regarding primary school testing. These were semi-structured interviews with three
parents who took part in coordinated strike action in May of 2016.
Off-campus assessment can cause its unique situation and affect families’ satisfaction
with their students’ school—a look at 631undergraduate students attending a large midwestern
U.S. university. Forty-four of the students took their test via ProctorU, which provides secure
live and automated online proctoring services for academic institutions and professional
organizations. This testing showed that students with unfamiliar proctors or automated proctors
had higher anxiety and did not score as well. Years of research show that test performance
directly correlates with higher tension, the worse the academic performance on the test (Woldeab
& Brothen, 2019). Assessment scores have proven scientifically going back to the 1910s to be
negatively affected by higher anxiety, with the first one published in 1914 (Folin et al., 1914).
Lower test scores due to higher stress may also affect parents’ satisfaction with a school.
The data was collected from an extensive introductory psychology course with three
sections: on-campus, off-campus, and hybrid. Of 631, 44 students took their final exam via
ProctorU (PU group) and served as the “experimental” group. The remaining 587 took their
exams in the computerized testing center (TC group) on-campus and thus served as the “control”
group. Therefore, the report showed findings from both the experimental and the control groups,
who took identical pre-and post-surveys (Woldeab & Brothen, 2019).
Participation in this study was entirely voluntary. Participants were given pre-surveys and
post-surveys that measured their overall expectations about and reactions to the examinations to
assess reactions to proctored examinations on-campus and off-campus. In addition, this study
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measured student responses to the post-survey item, asking them to rate their experience of being
monitored by a proctor ad hoc or a computer program on a scale of comfortable to
uncomfortable. Finally, a 10-item scale was developed to assess performance impairments. Most
of the questions in this scale directly address performance impairments related to cognitive
symptoms of anxiety, i.e., lack of attentiveness, poor memory, or worry (Woldeab & Brothen,
2019).
The results from this study support the findings of a preliminary study conducted by
Woldeab (2019), which indicated that an area needing further research is online test anxiety.
Consistent with previous research showing that high trait anxiety interferes with exam
performance, students in this study had lower scores if their anxiety levels were high, but this
effect was more significant for those students in the online proctoring group who reported high
trait test anxiety (Woldeab & Brothen, 2019). Furthermore, this testing anxiety research directly
relates to research sub-question three, “How fair or unfair is the school’s system of evaluating
children?” Thus, results show that students’ stressors are tied to assessments (Woldeab &
Brothen, 2019).
Diversity of Culture
A survey of over 1000 parents from the USA’s general population asked if parents would
prefer their students to go to a racially diverse school, and 70% said they would choose this. The
survey also asked parents if they would choose this diversity if it meant long commutes for their
children to and from school, and only 25% would prefer diverse schools. At 45%, the same
parents just answered that economic diversity was essential to their children’s education (PDK
Poll, 2018). This shows that about half of the parents want diversity, but even less would choose
it at the expense of their students’ convenience.
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The 2018 PDK Poll of the Public’s Attitudes Toward the Public Schools was designed,
managed, analyzed, and reported by Langer Research Associates of New York, N.Y., in
consultation with PDK. The survey was conducted in May 2018 among a random national
sample of 1,042 adults, including an oversample of 515 K-12 parents, including 100 black
parents and 100 Hispanic parents. Sampling and data collection were provided by GfK Custom
Research, in which participants were randomly recruited via address-based sampling to
participate in the survey research project by responding to questionnaires online. Households
without internet connections were provided with a web-enabled device and free internet service
to participate. The entire sample was weighted to reflect the correct proportions of these
oversampled populations. The questionnaire was available to respondents in English and
Spanish. After initial invitations, email reminders were sent to all non-responders three times.
Out of 1,830-panel members invited to participate, completed, qualified surveys were provided
by 1,065(PDK Poll, 2018). This research directly related to sub-question four, “How much does
the school value the diversity of children’s backgrounds?” Showing that parents want diversity in
schools and have a relationship with their parental satisfaction.
Parents think about the role of diversity in an interview of a parent in the Greater Manchester
area of England who spoke about the school’s cultural issues that concern parents. The parents
had issues about their student being the minority in the school and how the other children would
treat him. They stated that this feeling could be so strong that it will wear parents down until they
move their students to another school to feel safer. These safer choices are schools with diversity
and much mixing of students’ cultures (Byrne, 2014). Byrne (2014) compiled this research from
a 12-month study funded by the Economic and Social Research Council on secondary school
choice and the intersection of race, ethnicity, and class influencing parental choice in three areas
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in Greater Manchester: Cheadle, Chorlton, and Whalley Range. Byrne collected these data points
from the Manchester 2001 census 2001 data. Showing diversity is thought in parents’ minds
regarding school satisfaction and ensuring their student feels safe.
Between 2009 and 2010, Byrne (2014) conducted 47 semi-structured interviews with 54
participants, parents of Year 6 and 5 children. Participants were contacted while participating in
parents’ evenings at the primary schools. Of the 54 interviewees, 29 were white parents, 25 were
from racialized minorities (15 were Asian parents, 4 were Afro-Caribbean parents, five were of
Chinese, Iraqi, Somali, Libyan origins, respectively, and one was Turkish). The research
participants ranged from 25 and 55 years and had varying formal education and professional
qualification levels. The majority of the interviewees were women, with only 10 men
participating in the research (Byrne, 2014).
The interviews ranged from about 40–100 minutes. The interviewees were asked when
and why they had moved into the area that they lived in, about their experiences of choosing
primary schools for their children, and about what they had done to find out about secondary
schools, how they had made their selections, and who had been involved in the decision
(children, partners, etc.). Finally, they were asked about what they thought of the process of
choosing schools and how they thought their children’s schooling compared to their own. At the
end of the interview, if questions about the diversity of their chosen schools had not already
arisen, they were asked about this. For this research, a thematic analysis of qualitative data was
undertaken, looking particularly at how and when, in the interview, issues about the demographic
make-up of the school and the local areas were raised by the parents. This was done across the
whole body of the transcriptions, but with attention to how different groups (either defined by the
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areas in which they lived or by similarities such as ethnic origin) might produce talk drawn from
standard discursive repertoires (Byrne, 2014).
Byrne’s (2014) research shows that categories of difference in demographics (but
particularly those of race/ethnicity, class, and religion) shape how individuals and groups
negotiate multicultural in considering schooling for their children. This research directly related
to sub-question four, “How much does the school value the diversity of children’s
backgrounds?” Showing that parents think about diversity when choosing a school.
Student Ability to Learn
None of the other factors that may affect a family’s opinions on school satisfaction have a
stronger contrast than the differences between on-campus and off-campus school environments.
Research done on off-campus learning environments was found to need certain factors for
success in its students and that teachers must take advantage of such as forums as synchronous
off-campus classes, are necessary and asynchronous learning to balance the screen time. Offcampus and on-campus learning atmospheres are equally crucial to student achievements
(Mousavi et al., 2020).
The Mousavi et al. (2020) expert committee devised 43 questions that they believed
would cover assessing the educational atmosphere in an off-campus learning environment. All
the questions used the 5-point Likert scale, including agree, agree, neutral, disagree, and disagree
(rated 5 to 1). Of 185 virtual students to were issued the questions, 138 participants responded at
a rate of 74.5%) completing the questionnaire. These students were studying virtual master’s
programs of off-campus learning.
This study aimed to design an instrument for assessing the educational atmosphere, that
is, students’ perception of the educational environment, in an off-campus setting. The survey
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contained 28 five-point Likert questions. In addition, it covered six factors, including programme
effectiveness, teaching quality, ethics and professionalism, learner support, safety and
convenience, and awareness of the rules, which were considered perceptive factors for a student
to understand the educational environment (Mousavi et al., 2020).
Researchers have investigated on-campus learning environments for factors that may play
a role in students’ learning ability. For example, Kaylon (2020) executed a mixed survey of 50
primary teacher volunteers and 120 primary student volunteers, looking at the learning
environments concerning how perspectives can vary and what aids academic success. The
research asked teachers and students to draw a classroom. 86% of the students drawing had an
image of the teacher sitting or bending down in a resting position showing that their feelings
toward the learning environment had the teacher less engaged. In contrast, 74% of the teachers
drew themselves not sitting or bending down but standing or active in front of the class (Kalyon,
2020). With families now having a front-row view of school learning environments, these
disparities could play a more significant role in families’ satisfaction with school.
Kaylon’s (2020) study aimed to reveal the learning environments created by primary
teachers in science classes and their teaching styles and compare them with the learning
environments and teaching styles that their students dream of. The study had the following
research questions:
1. What are the primary teachers’ images of their teaching styles in science classes?
2. How are the teachers’ images of the learning environment they create in science
classes?
3. What is primary school students’ image of the primary teacher in science classes?
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4. What are primary school students’ images of the learning environment in science
classes?
5. How do primary school students’ images of the primary teachers are related to their
teacher’s image of her teaching style in science classes?
Qualitative survey research was used in the study. Therefore, the of this study is to
emphasize diversity. Researchers using these qualitative surveys do not aim at representative or
generalizable results, nor do they want to provide information about the “typical” or “average”
individual (Kalyon, 2020).
Student Respect for Teachers
Students show respect or lack of care in on-campus or off-campus learning, but one of the
many ways is a lack of attention to the teacher, lesson, and class assignment. It can also take the
form of coming to class late, not listening to the teacher while teaching, and even leaving the
class without permission, in a survey of 114 university students in Iran. This lack of attention
ranked the highest of all the ways students might disrespect teachers. Researchers documented
164 cases of this compared to the next highest category of 45 cell phone use cases during class
(Aliakbari & Hajizadeh, 2018). The data analysis provided 1294 cases of impoliteness with the
distribution of 556 cases related to the student to teacher and other students and 738 cases related
to the teacher to students and other teachers. This lack of attention is just as easy for students in
off-campus learning, where they can turn off the camera, use chat with others while the teacher is
talking, open extra windows on their computer, and so on. Increased lack of respect in offcampus learning can increase parents’ dissatisfaction with the school.
Aliakbari and Hajizadeh’s (2018) participants were asked to write 10 cases and examples
of impolite behavior from students towards teachers or other students and vice versus 10 cases
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from teachers to students or other teachers at universities. There was no prior suggested category
nor any example to remove biases. Aliakbari and Hajizadeh (2018) informed participants that
they could even write their personal experiences or their observation of uncivil behavior only in
academic contexts. The data collection procedures gave participants a whole semester as
participants ranged from different provinces of Iran. Aliakbari and Hajizadeh (2018) used two
research questions in their qualitative research: “What is the Iranian university students’
perception towards students’ academic incivility?” and “How do the Iranian university students
define instructors’ impolite behaviors?” This research directly relates to research sub-question
six and seven, “Overall, how much respect do you think the children at your child’s school have
for the staff?” and “Overall, how much respect do you think the teachers at your child’s school
have for the children?”
Students have also shown what they value in school staff that helps them gain respect. A
survey of 160 Jamaican high school students in Grades 11–12 showed that 63.6% of the 151
students agreed or strongly agreed that their principals’ expression of concern influences their
respect for their principal. In addition, students showed a strong correlation of .446 of respect for
teachers when they felt respected by the teacher (Thompson, 2018). The feeling of respect for
teachers and leaders in an organization is another critical factor in parents’ satisfaction with
school staff and the school.
Thompson’s (2018) study was undertaken to determine students’ perceptions and
expectations of their principals and teachers. The research used four questions:
1. What are students’ assessments of their teachers’ and principals’ demonstrations of
respect towards them, and do these assessments influence their respect for their
teachers and principals?
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2. Is there a relationship between students’ assessment of their teachers and principals’
demonstration of respect for their views on the quality of their schools’ leadership
and learning environment?
3. Are students’ assessments of how their teachers and principals show respect affected
by gender, school type, and school location?
4. Is there support in the scientific literature for characterizing teachers’ and principals’
display of respect related to the ethics of care and sustainable development?
Thompson (2018) collected data from primary and secondary sources in this study in
different years. The primary data came from a study that used a sample of 160 students in Grades
10–11. Unfortunately, nine questionnaires were spoilt; thus, the data was based on 151
responses. The study was undertaken to determine students’ perceptions and expectations of their
principals and teachers. The instrument used to collect the primary data was pilot tested twice
and reviewed by a three-person panel. The instrument was administered in four locations with
the assistance of teachers from each school. In two schools, the teachers arranged to have
randomly chosen students to complete the instruments during a designated period of a school
day, and at the other two schools, the teachers gave the students the instruments and invited them
to complete and return by the end a school day. The two schools were unisex and two co-ed
(Thompson, 2018).
The findings of this study show that showing respect is a central or dominant element of
the ethics of care and a vital contributor to sustainable teacher-student and student-student
relationships. This is directly related to research sub-question six and seven, “Overall, how much
respect do you think the children at your child’s school have for the staff?” and “Overall, how
much respect do you think the teachers at your child’s school have for the children?”
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Furthermore, the quality of such relationships has implications for both students’ discipline and
academic performance (Thompson,2018). In addition, this relationship to academic performance
also shows a relationship with parental satisfaction sub-question five, “How well do
administrators at your child’s school create a school environment that helps children learn?”
Teacher Respect for Students
Students expressed in a survey of 73 students in Illinois guided by two questions. “How
do upper elementary teachers create a classroom environment of respect, rapport, and care?” and
“How do upper elementary students perceive respect, rapport, and care?”. These 73 students
showed the importance of having a teacher who supported them and never gave up on their
academic goals while supporting their social-emotional growth. In particular, this data also spells
out what not to do when showing respect for the children (yell, ignore, and humiliate)
(Hennegan, 2018). In addition, with the class now on full display in students’ homes, parents can
see if any of these issues can easily affect a family’s satisfaction with a school. Hennegan’s
qualitative study aimed better to understand the participants’ perceptions of respect, rapport, and
care in the classroom environment to support novice or struggling educators in the classroom
environment. All participants were upper elementary educators previously rated “distinguished”
by her evaluator in Domain 2, The Classroom Environment, using Charlotte Danielson’s four
domains of teacher professionalism (Danielson, 2007).
Hennegan (2018) used a research question, “How do upper elementary teachers create a
classroom environment of respect, rapport, and care?” to guide the aim of this study on how
teachers build and sustain a learning environment that creates opportunities for success
academically, socially, and emotionally for all students. The questionnaire contained open-ended
questions only. An informant read the questionnaire to the students by an informant to eliminate
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reading level variations within the classrooms. The informant followed a script while delivering
the questionnaire to ensure each child in all four classrooms had the exact directions. Students
could write or draw to share their perceptions. Students’ identities were not anywhere on the
questionnaire. One questionnaire was administered to each student across the four upper
elementary classrooms, with 73 responses. All four questionnaires were within one week of each
other. The questionnaire was administered to the entire class simultaneously. Hennegan’s
research is related to research sub-question seven of the proposed study: “Overall, how much
respect do you think the teachers at your child’s school have for the children?” examining
parents’ perspective of teachers’ respect for their students.
Summary
Researchers have identified various aspects of parental satisfaction with education such
as cognitive response, adequate response, products and services they receive from the school,
evaluation time, and what they value most about education (Anderson et al., 1994; Churchill &
Superant, 1982; Giese & Cote, 2000; Tse & Wilton, 1988). In addition, parental satisfaction with
education is affected by demographics such as gender, educational background, employment
status, income, traditional gender roles, and marital status (Nyland et al., 2016). Off-campus
learning has increased research and attention since the pandemic, and several countries were
moving to off-campus learning. Much of this research about off-campus learning and parental
satisfaction is tied to several factors, but one of the most substantial factors is how much parents
need to get involved in their children’s learning. Children who were more independent in
completing off-campus assignments are positively related to parents’ satisfaction with a students’
off-campus learning (Lau et al., 2021). The work of Lau et al. (2021) is most relevant to this
current study because they analyzed parental satisfaction with off-campus learning in general and
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in the same geographic region of Hong Kong. During Lau’s (2021) study, 83.2% of the parents
stated they were concerned about their school’s off-campus ability to deliver education. Lau’s
(2021) research also found it was not about what the students had to do, long they had to do it, or
screen time. In his research, Lau (2021) also stated that there was a need for a further look into
parental satisfaction in off-campus learning.
While several studies have been published on topics related to parental satisfaction in
conjunction with school climate, no studies could be found that specifically examined the
relationship between parental satisfaction and school climate in an off-campus learning
environment. The findings in school climate with parental satisfaction and its subheading of
School Enjoyment, Student Motivation, System of Evaluation (Assessment), Cultural Diversity,
Ability to Learn, and Student Respect for Staff, Teacher Respect for Students carried a common
underlying theme of the schools’ ability to support students is of utmost importance to parental
satisfaction. Examples of this include Meier and Lemmer (2019) finding that 48-50% of families
from kindergarten and primary families were dissatisfied because of the lack of support from the
school, Woldeab and Brothen (2019) measuring schools’ ability to reduce stress in assessments
and how this affects students, and Thompson (2018) looking at how the feeling of respect for
teachers and leaders in an organization is another critical factor in parents’ satisfaction with
school staff and the school. In addition, Stark (2019) compares school climate in student
motivation between an on-campus and off-campus learning environment. Stark (2019) found that
off-campus learning negatively affects student motivational levels. Showing school climate is
also tied to on-campus versus off-campus learning. In summary, the studies reviewed in this
chapter were published within the past five years and they promote a deeper understanding of
how the shift from an on-campus to an off-campus learning environment affects parental
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satisfaction with the school climate. However, further research is needed on parental satisfaction
with school climate in an off-campus learning environment in Hong Kong SAR and Southeast
Asia.
Research has been conducted in many of the areas of parental satisfaction, but there is
little to no research on the how the learning environment affects parental satisfaction. This
research intends to look into these gaps in research and explore if there is a scientifically
significant relationship between parental satisfaction and learning environment. The next chapter
will discuss the means by which this research intends to address this relationship.
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Chapter 3: Methodology
This quantitative study is designed to examine secondary data on how the on-campus
versus off-campus learning environment affected parental satisfaction in an international school
in Hong Kong SAR. The first part of this chapter describes the population of interest and
timeframe for the study and provides details about the instrument used to collect the data. The
second part of this chapter identifies the research questions and hypotheses and explains the data
collection and analysis procedures. Finally, this chapter anticipates the delimitations and
limitations and ethical considerations of the study.
Population of Interest
This study includes parents of preschool to Grade 12 students at one international school
in the New Territories region of Hong Kong SAR, during the 2019–2020 school year and the
2020–2021 school year. Table 1 shows the demographic data at this international school.

Table 1
International School Demographic Data
Nationality

Number

Percentage

Hong Kong SAR of the People’s Republic of China

283

34%

American

175

21%

Indian

98

12%

People’s Republic of China

74

9%

Australian

12

1%

British

12

1%

Canadian

34

4%

South Korean

68

8%

69

Nationality

Number

Percentage

Other

57

7%

Japanese

17

2%

Italian

10

1%

Total

840

100%

Note. Other nationalities include the following: Bangladeshi, Belgian, Brazilian, Filipino,
German, Indonesian, Malaysian, Nepalese, Netherlands, New Zealander, Qatari, Romanian,
Sierra Leonean, Singaporean, Spanish, Thai, Turkish, Taiwanese.
Instrumentation
Panorama Education developed the parental satisfaction survey instrument used in this
study, and the Western Association of Schools Accreditation Board recognizes it as a standard
for stakeholder input. Panorama Education provides data collection and management services for
more than 10 million students in 17,000 schools, 1,500 districts, 49 states, and 15 countries
(Panorama Education, n.d.). The Panorama survey comprises 28 items in four separate sections:
Family Engagement (six items), Learning Behaviours (eight items), School Fit (seven items),
and School Climate (seven items). This study will examine responses to the seven items in the
School Climate section, which Panorama defines as perceptions of the school’s overall social and
learning climate. The Panorama survey utilizes a five-point Likert scale for items 1, 2, 4, 5, 6,
and 7, and a six-point Likert scale for item 3. These seven items and their corresponding Likert
scales are listed below:
Item 1: To what extent do you think children enjoy going to your child’s school?
Likert scale: Enjoy a tremendous amount, Enjoy quite a bit, Enjoy somewhat,
Enjoy a little bit, Do not enjoy at all
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Item 2: How motivating are the classroom lessons at your child’s school?
Likert scale: Extremely motivating, Quite motivating, Somewhat motivating,
Slightly motivating, Not at all motivating
Item 3: How fair or unfair is the school’s system of evaluating children?
Likert scale: Very fair, Somewhat fair, Neither fair nor unfair, Slightly
unfair, Somewhat unfair, Very unfair
Item 4: How much does the school value diversity of children’s backgrounds?
Likert scale: A tremendous amount, Quite a bit, Some, A little bit, Not at all
Item 5: How well do administrators at your child’s school create a school environment
that helps children learn?
Likert scale: Extremely well, Quite well, Somewhat well, Slightly well, Not
at all well
Item 6: Overall, how much respect do you think the children at your child’s school
have for the staff?
Likert scale: A tremendous amount of respect, Quite a bit of respect, Some
respect, A little bit of respect, Almost no respect
Item 7: Overall, how much respect do you think the teachers at your child’s school have
for the children?
Likert scale: A tremendous amount of respect, Quite a bit of respect, Some
respect, A little bit of respect, Almost no respect
Data Collection
In November 2019 and June 2021, the international school emailed the parental
satisfaction survey to all early childhood to Grade 12 parents. In addition, divisional principals
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and the head of school sent reminders and weekly newsletters to the parents. The learning
activator also reminded families that the survey would be available for two weeks. Participants
logged on to the Panorama website and responded to the survey items to complete the survey.
Panorama kept the participants’ identities confidential. Parenthetically, Weigold et al. (2013)
found that paper and pencil and Internet data collection methods are generally equivalent.
Participants did not receive any incentives to complete the survey. Under the condition that the
school remains anonymous, the Owner and Head of School granted written permission and
access to the School Climate data.
Variables
Independent Variable: learning environment
Dependent Variable: parental satisfaction
Research Questions and Hypotheses
Central Research Question
RQ: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with the school climate?
Subquestions and Null Hypotheses
SQ1: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with student enjoyment?
(Survey item: To what extent do you think children enjoy going to your child’s
school?)
H01: There is no significant difference in parental satisfaction with student
enjoyment based on the learning environment.
SQ2: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with student motivation?
(Survey item: How motivating are the classroom lessons at your child’s school?)
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H02: There is no significant difference in parental satisfaction with student
motivation based on the learning environment.
SQ3: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with student evaluation?
(Survey item: How fair or unfair is the school’s system of evaluating children?)
H03: There is no significant difference in parental satisfaction with student
evaluation based on the learning environment.
SQ4: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with how the school
values diverse student backgrounds? (Survey item: How much does the school
value diversity of children’s backgrounds?)
H04: There is no significant difference in parental satisfaction with school
value of diverse student backgrounds based on the learning
environment.
SQ5: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with student ability to
learn? (Survey item: How well do administrators at your child’s school create a
school environment that helps children learn?)
H05: There is no significant difference in parental satisfaction with student
ability to learn based on the learning environment.
SQ6: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with student respect for
staff? (Survey item: Overall, how much respect do you think the children at your
child’s school have for the staff?)
H06: There is no significant difference in parental satisfaction with student
respect for staff based on the learning environment.
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SQ7: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with teacher respect for
students? (Survey item: Overall, how much respect do you think the teachers at
your child’s school have for the children?)
H07: There is no significant difference in parental satisfaction with teacher
respect for students based on the learning environment.
Data Analysis
The Panorama Education parental satisfaction survey data collected in 2019–2020 during
on-campus learning was compared to the data collected in 2020–2021 during off-campus
learning using a dependent samples t-test. The assumption of normality of scores in each group
were evaluated using the Shapiro-Wilk test when N ≤ 50 or the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test when
N ≥ 50. The null hypotheses were rejected when the p-value was less than or equal to alpha (𝛼 ≤
.05). Boxplots were used to identify extreme outliers in each group. Cohen’s d was used to
measure effect size, and the magnitude of the treatment effect was reported as small if d = .20,
medium if d = .50, or large if d = .80.
Delimitations and Limitations
Though the results may have applications to other areas and regions globally, the first
delimitation to this study is that all data points the research took from just one school in the New
Territories region of Hong Kong SAR. A second delimitation is that this study explicitly
addresses parents who can afford to send their children to private international schools, leaving
out a large portion of the population who attend Hong Kong SAR public schools. Finally, a third
delimitation is that the parents’ demographics who participated are unknown. Knowing the
demographics would be beneficial to see if there are cultural differences since international
schools are so culturally diverse.
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The first limitation is the pandemic and political unrest which may have contributed to
additional stress in families’ lives, affecting their perspectives and expectations of schools. The
second limitation is the language of the survey. English is the school’s official language for
instruction and communication. Therefore, some parents may have chosen not to participate in
the survey. Also, some parents who did participate may or may not have understood the meaning
of the survey items.
Ethical Considerations
All research was conducted after certification in the Collaborative Institutional Training
Initiative (CITI) and approval of the Institutional Review Board for Research with Humans at
Bethel University, St. Paul, Minnesota. Independently from the researcher, Panorama collected
and stored the survey data on their off-site database. Only the senior leadership team at New
Territories International School has access to this database, so the Head of School and Owner
granted temporary access to the 2019–2020 and 2020–2021 parental satisfaction survey data.
When the participants completed the parental satisfaction survey, they did not know the results
would be analyzed for this study. This is addressed by keeping the participants’ names
anonymous and creating a fictitious name for the school. Also, all identifying information in the
appendices is redacted.
Chapter 3 provided the methodology used to examine secondary data on how the oncampus versus off-campus learning environment affected parental satisfaction in an international
school in Hong Kong SAR. Chapter 4 will present the data results in detail.

75
Chapter 4: Results
This quantitative study was conducted during the 2019–2020 and 2020–2021 school
years at New Territories International School in Hong Kong SAR, and it was designed to answer
the following central research question: Does the learning environment affect parental
satisfaction with the school climate? In November 2019, the school sent the Panorama parental
satisfaction survey to all early childhood to Grade 12 parents (one survey per family). This was
right before a period of chaos due to the pandemic which forced schools to off-campus learning.
Out of 840 families, 382 responded to the survey for an overall response rate of 45%.
Specifically, the parents who responded to the first survey according to the following grade
levels:
Early childhood: 67/382 (18%)
Elementary (Grades 1–4): 142/382 (37%)
Middle school (Grades 5–8): 104/382 (27%)
High school (Grades 9–12): 69/382 (18%)
In June 2021, the school sent the same Panorama survey to all early childhood to Grade
12 parents (one survey per family). Out of 746 families, 150 responded to the survey for an
overall response rate of 20%. The overall response rate on the first survey was 25% higher than
on the second survey. Specifically, the parents who responded to the second survey according to
the following grade levels:
Early childhood: 33/150 (22%)
Elementary (Grades 1–4): 50/150 (33%)
Middle school (Grades 5–8): 33/150 (22%)
High school (Grades 9–12): 34/150 (23%)
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Null Hypotheses Testing Results
Dependent t-tests were used to test the seven null hypotheses and the findings are
presented below.
Null Hypothesis 1 Results
SQ1: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with student enjoyment?
H01: There is no significant difference in parental satisfaction with student enjoyment based on
the learning environment.

Figure 1
Statistical Results for Subquestion 1
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Boxplots

A dependent t-test was run to evaluate the null hypothesis that there was no difference in
parental satisfaction with student enjoyment based on learning environment (N = 15). The
normality of scores were evaluated using the Shapiro-Wilks test. The results indicated the oncampus data were not normally distributed, W15 = 0.819, p = .007, and the off-campus data were
normally distributed, W15 = 0.891, p = .070. Boxplots revealed an extreme outlier for the oncampus learning environment in data point 14 which is Grade 11 families but no extreme outliers
for the off-campus learning environment.
The results of the dependent t-test provided evidence that the difference between parental
satisfaction with student enjoyment on-campus (M = 84.67, SD = 11.69) and off-campus (M =
81.27, SD = 18.68) was not statistically significant, 3.2, 95%CI [10.41, -4.01], t(14) = 0.95, p =
.36. Therefore, there was not sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis. Effect size was
small.
Null Hypothesis 2 Results
SQ2: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with student motivation?
H02: There is no significant difference in parental satisfaction with students’ motivation based
on the learning environment.
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Figure 2
Statistical Results for Subquestion 2

Boxplots

A dependent t-test was run to evaluate the null hypothesis that there was no difference in
parental satisfaction with student enjoyment based on learning environment (N = 15). The
normality of scores were evaluated using the Shapiro-Wilks test. The results indicated the on-
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campus data were normally distributed, W15 = 0.922, p = .205, and the off-campus data were
normally distributed, W15 = 0.900, p = .096. Boxplots revealed no extreme outliers for the oncampus or off-campus learning environment.
The results of the dependent t-test provided evidence that the difference between parental
satisfaction with student enjoyment on-campus (M = 74.27, SD = 11.66) and off-campus (M =
73.93, SD = 21.59) was not statistically significant, .33, 95%CI [10.6, -9.93], t(14) = 0.70, p =
.95. Therefore, there was not sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis. Effect size was
small.
Null Hypothesis 3 Results
SQ3: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with student evaluation?
H03: There is no significant difference in parental satisfaction with students’ evaluation based on
the learning environment.

Figure 3
Statistical Results for Subquestion 3
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Boxplots

A dependent t-test was run to evaluate the null hypothesis that there was no difference in
parental satisfaction with student enjoyment based on learning environment (N = 15). The
normality of scores were evaluated using the Shapiro-Wilks test. The results indicated the offcampus data were normally distributed, W15 = 0.925, p = .231, and the on-campus data were not
normally distributed, W15 = 0.852, p = .018. Boxplots revealed no extreme outliers for the oncampus or off-campus learning environment.
The results of the dependent t-test provided evidence that the difference between parental
satisfaction with student enjoyment on-campus (M = 73, SD = 16.79) and off-campus (M = 75,
SD = 15.70) was not statistically significant, -2.0, 95%CI [11.3,-15.3], t(14) = -0.32, p = .76.
Therefore, there was not sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis. Effect size was small.
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Null Hypothesis 4 Results
SQ4: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with how the school values
diverse student backgrounds?
H04: There is no significant difference in parental satisfaction with school value of diverse
student backgrounds based on the learning environment.

Figure 4
Statistical Results for Subquestion 4
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Boxplots

A dependent t-test was run to evaluate the null hypothesis that there was no difference in
parental satisfaction with student enjoyment based on learning environment (N = 15). The
normality of scores were evaluated using the Shapiro-Wilks test. The results indicated the offcampus data were normally distributed, W15 = 0.899, p = .065, and the on-campus data were
normally distributed, W15 = 0.932, p = .293. Boxplots revealed no extreme outliers for the oncampus or off-campus learning environment.
The results of the dependent t-test provided evidence that the difference between parental
satisfaction with student enjoyment on-campus (M = 72.47, SD = 10.68) and off-campus (M =
77.33, SD = 15.98) was not statistically significant, -4.87, 95%CI [4.86,-14.59], t(14) = -1.07, p
= .3. Therefore, there was not sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis. Effect size was
small.
Null Hypothesis 5 Results
SQ5: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with students’ ability to learn?
H05: There is no significant difference in parental satisfaction with students’ ability to learn
based on the learning environment.

83
Figure 5
Statistical Results for Subquestion 5

Boxplots

A dependent t-test was run to evaluate the null hypothesis that there was no difference in
parental satisfaction with student enjoyment based on learning environment (N = 15). The
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normality of scores were evaluated using the Shapiro-Wilks test. The results indicated the offcampus data were normally distributed, W15 = 0.95, p = .045, and the on-campus data were
normally distributed, W15 = 0.95, p = .50. Boxplots revealed no extreme outliers for the oncampus or off-campus learning environment.
The results of the dependent t-test provided evidence that the difference between parental
satisfaction with student enjoyment on-campus (M = 78.2, SD = 8.61) and off-campus (M =
71.67, SD = 20.85) was not statistically significant, 6.53, 95%CI [18.37,-5.32], t(14) = -1.83, p =
.26. Therefore, there was not sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis. Effect size was
small.
Null Hypothesis 6 Results
SQ6: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with student respect for staff?
H06: There is no significant difference in parental satisfaction with students’ respect for staff
based on the learning environment.

Figure 6
Statistical Results for Subquestion 6
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Boxplots

A dependent t-test was run to evaluate the null hypothesis that there was no difference in
parental satisfaction with student enjoyment based on learning environment (N = 15). The
normality of scores were evaluated using the Shapiro-Wilks test. The results indicated the offcampus data were not normally distributed, W15 = 0.81, p = .005, and the off-campus data were
not normally distributed, W15 = 0.84, p = .013. Boxplots revealed no extreme outliers for the oncampus or off-campus learning environment.
The results of the dependent t-test provided evidence that the difference between parental
satisfaction with student enjoyment on-campus (M = 90.67, SD = 9.05) and off-campus (M =
86.93, SD = 13.83) was not statistically significant, 3.73, 95%CI [8.40,-0.93], t(14) = -1.72, p =
.11. Therefore, there was not sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis. Effect size was
small.
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Null Hypothesis 7 Results
SQ7: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with teacher respect for
students?
H07: There is no significant difference in parental satisfaction with teacher respect for students
based on the learning environment.

Figure 7
Statistical Results for Subquestion 7
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Boxplots

A dependent t-test was run to evaluate the null hypothesis that there was no difference in
parental satisfaction with student enjoyment based on learning environment (N = 15). The
normality of scores were evaluated using the Shapiro-Wilks test. The results indicated the offcampus data were not normally distributed, W15 = 0.81, p = .004, and the off-campus data were
not normally distributed, W15 = 0.86, p = .023. Boxplots revealed no extreme outliers for the oncampus or off-campus learning environment.
The results of the dependent t-test provided evidence that the difference between parental
satisfaction with student enjoyment on-campus (M = 87.07, SD = 10.56) and off-campus (M =
86.40, SD = 16.79) was not statistically significant, .67, 95%CI [10.27,-8.93], t(14) = -.149, p =
.884. Therefore, there was not sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis. Effect size was
small.
Summary of Null Hypotheses Testing Results
There was insufficient evidence to reject any of the seven null hypotheses. There were no
extreme outliers in the data, although there were some outliers in the Grade 11 and Grade 12
dataset which are referred to by points 14 and 15 on the boxplots.
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School Climate Score Results
The 2019–2020 Panorama survey was sent to all parents with children enrolled at New
Territories International School in an on-campus learning environment. The results on the School
Climate section of the survey were 82% positive. Compared to all schools in the Panorama
database, New Territories International School scored in the 80th percentile on School Climate.
This was quantified by the top two favorable points on the Likert scale.
The 2020–2021 Panorama survey was sent to all parents with children enrolled at New
Territories International School in an off-campus learning environment. The results on the
School Climate section of the survey were 79% positive. Compared to all schools in the
Panorama database, New Territories International School scored in the 70th percentile on School
Climate. The 2020–2021 results in an off-campus learning environment represent a 3% negative
change from the 2019–2020 on-campus learning environment. Table 2 represents parental
satisfaction with School Climate based on sex, and Table 3 represents parental satisfaction with
School Climate based on grade level. Table 4 compares positive and negative responses to each
of the School Climate survey items.

Table 2
Parental Satisfaction With School Climate Based on Sex
2019–2020
Group
Name

2020–2021

Group
Size

School
Climate Score

All
respondents

382

82.0

Female

181

Male

201

Group
Name

Group
Size

School
Climate Score

All
respondents

150

79.0

2.0

Female

75

3.0

-1.0

Male

75

-4.0

Numbers represent completed surveys and parents of male and female students positive response rate. Positive repones are the top two
answers in a 5 point Likert scale or top three answer in a 6 point Likert scale.
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Table 3
Parental Satisfaction With School Climate Based on Student Grade Level
2019–2020

2020–2021

Student Grade Level
Group
Name

Student Grade Level

Group
Size

School
Climate Score

EC1

11

-4.0

EC2

21

G1J

Group
Name

Group
Size

School
Climate Score

EC1

9

19.0

4.0

EC2

12

6.0

35

5.0

G1J

12

3.0

1

39

7.0

1

15

-1.0

2

32

9.0

2

8

9.0

3

38

5.0

3

13

14.0

4

33

6.0

4

14

-3.0

5

27

3.0

5

10

7.0

6

30

-4.0

6

6

21.0

7

31

-1.0

7

11

-15.0

8

16

-6.0

8

6

14.0

9

21

-7.0

9

10

-15.0

10

18

-8.0

10

9

-15.0

11

16

-25.0

11

7

-14.0

12

14

-15.0

12

8

-31.0

Numbers represent completed surveys and parents of male and female students positive response rate. Positive repones are the top two
answers in a 5 point Likert scale or top three answer in a 6 point Likert scale.
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Table 4
Comparison of Responses to School Climate Survey Items
Positive Responses

Item 1

Item 2

Item 3

Item 4

Item 5

Item 6

Item 7

Negative Responses

Item 1

Item 2

Item 3

Item 4

Item 5

Item 6

Item 7
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School Climate Score Item 1 Results
SQ1: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with student enjoyment?
Survey item: To what extent do you think children enjoy going to your child’s school?
Likert scale: Enjoy a tremendous amount, Enjoy quite a bit, Enjoy somewhat, Enjoy a little bit,
Do not enjoy at all
During on-campus learning in 2019–2020, parental satisfaction with student enjoyment
was 86% positive (top two points on the Likert scale), 2% negative (bottom two points on the
Likert scale), and 12% neutral (midpoint on the Likert scale). During off-campus learning in
2020–2021, parental satisfaction with student enjoyment was 82% positive and 7% negative.
This marks a 4% decrease in positive responses and a 5% increase in negative responses during
off-campus learning.
In 2019–2020, the demographic data for Item 1 indicated that 88% of parents of female
students responded positively while 86% of parents of male students responded positively. Grade
2 and Grade 3 parents had the highest percentage of positive responses at 97% and 95%
respectively. Grade 11 and Grade 12 parents had the lowest percentage of positive responses at
56% and 64% respectively.
In 2020–2021, the demographic data for Item 1 indicated that 81% of parents of female
students responded positively, marking a decrease of 7%. Whereas 83% of parents of male
students responded positively, marking a decrease of 3%. Early childhood 1 and 2, Grade 3,
Grade 5, and Grade 6 parents had the highest percentage of positive responses at 100%. Grade 10
and Grade 12 parents had the lowest percentage of positive responses at 56% and 38%
respectively.
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School Climate Score Item 2 Results
SQ2: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with student motivation?
Survey item: How motivating are the classroom lessons at your child’s school?
Likert scale: Extremely motivating, Quite motivating, Somewhat motivating, Slightly
motivating, Not at all motivating
During on-campus learning in 2019–2020, parental satisfaction with student motivation
was 77% positive (top two points on the Likert scale), 4% negative (bottom two points on the
Likert scale), and 19% neutral (midpoint on the Likert scale). During off-campus learning in
2020–2021, parental satisfaction with student motivation was 74% positive and 4% negative.
This marks a 3% decrease in positive responses and no change in negative responses during offcampus learning.
In 2019–2020, the demographic data for Item 2 indicated that 80% of parents of female
students responded positively while 75% of parents of male students responded positively. Grade
1 and Grade 3 parents had the highest percentage of positive responses at 90% and 89%
respectively. Grade 10 and Grade 11 parents had the lowest percentage of positive responses at
56%.
In 2020–2021, the demographic data for Item 2 indicated that 77% of parents of female
students responded positively, marking a decrease of 3%. Whereas 72% of parents of male
students responded positively, also marking a decrease of 3%. Early Childhood 1 and Grade 6
parents had the highest percentage of positive responses at 100%. Grade 7 and Grade 12 parents
had the lowest percentage of positive responses at 36% and 38% respectively.
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School Climate Score Item 3 Results
SQ3: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with student evaluation?
Survey item: How fair or unfair is the school’s system of evaluating children?
Likert scale: Very fair, Somewhat fair, Neither fair nor unfair, Slightly unfair, Somewhat unfair,
Very unfair
During on-campus learning in 2019–2020, parental satisfaction with student evaluation
was 77% positive (top two points on the Likert scale), 4% negative (bottom two points on the
Likert scale), and 19% neutral (two midpoints on the Likert scale). During off-campus learning
in 2020–2021, parental satisfaction with student evaluation was 73% positive, 7% negative, and
20% neutral. This marks a 4% decrease in positive responses a 3% increase in negative responses
during off-campus learning.
In 2019–2020, the demographic data for Item 3 indicated that 77% of parents of female
and male students responded positively. Grade 2 and Garde 7 parents had the highest percentage
of positive responses at 90%. Early Childhood 1 and Grade 11 parents had the lowest percentage
of positive responses at 45% and 31% respectively.
In 2020–2021, the demographic data for Item 3 indicated that 80% of parents of female
students responded positively, marking an increase of 3%. Whereas 67% of parents of male
students responded positively, marking a decrease of 10%. Early Childhood 1 and Grade 6 and
Grade 8 parents had the highest percentage of positive responses at 100%. Grade 9 and Grade 10
parents had the lowest percentage of positive responses at 50% and 56% respectively.
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School Climate Score Item 4 Results
SQ4: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with how the school values
diverse student backgrounds?
Survey item: How much does the school value diversity of children’s backgrounds?
Likert scale: A tremendous amount, Quite a bit, Some, A little bit, Not at all
During on-campus learning in 2019–2020, parental satisfaction with how the school
values diverse student backgrounds was 75% positive (top two points on the Likert scale), 6%
negative (bottom two points on the Likert scale), and 19% neutral (midpoint on the Likert scale).
During off-campus learning in 2020–2021, parental satisfaction with how the school values
diverse student backgrounds was 75% positive, 6% negative, and 19% neutral. This marks no
change in positive responses and no change in negative responses during off-campus learning.
In 2019–2020, the demographic data for Item 4 indicated that 78% of parents of female
students responded positively while 72% of parents of male students responded positively. Grade
1 and Grade 5 parents had the highest percentage of positive responses at 85%. Grade 10 and
Grade 11 parents had the lowest percentage of positive responses at 50% and 56% respectively.
In 2020–2021, the demographic data for Item 4 indicated that 80% of parents of female
students responded positively, marking an increase of 2%. Whereas 7% of parents of male
students responded positively, marking an increase of 5%. Early Childhood 1, Grade 6, and
Grade 8 parents had the highest percentage of positive responses at 100%. In comparison, Grade
4 and Grade 12 parents had the lowest percentage of positive responses at 57% and 50%
respectively.
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School Climate Score Item 5 Results
SQ5: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with student ability to learn?
Survey item: How well do administrators at your child’s school create a school environment that
helps children learn?
Likert scale: Extremely well, Quite well, Somewhat well, Slightly well, Not at all well
During on-campus learning in 2019–2020, parental satisfaction with student ability to
learn was 80% positive (top two points on the Likert scale), 2% negative (bottom two points on
the Likert scale), and 18% neutral (midpoint on the Likert scale). During off-campus learning in
2020–2021, parental satisfaction with student ability to learn was 70% positive, 8% negative, and
22% neutral. This marks a 10% decrease in positive responses and a 6% increase in negative
responses during off-campus learning.
In 2019–2020, the demographic data for Item 5 indicated that 80% of parents of female
students responded positively while 79% of parents of male students responded positively. Early
Childhood 1 and 2 had the highest percentage of positive responses at 91% and 90%
respectively. Grade 8 and Grade 11 parents had the lowest percentage of positive responses at
63% and 64% respectively.
In 2020–2021, the demographic data for Item 5 indicated that 76% of parents of female
students responded positively, marking a decrease of 3%. Whereas 65% of parents of male
students responded positively, marking a decrease of 14%. Grade 3, Grade 6, and Grade 8
parents had the highest percentage of positive responses at 100%. Grade 10 and Grade 12 parents
had the lowest percentage of positive responses at 33% and 50% respectively.
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School Climate Score Item 6 Results
SQ6: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with student respect for staff?
Survey item: Overall, how much respect do you think the children at your child’s school have for
the staff?
Likert scale: A tremendous amount of respect, Quite a bit of respect, Some respect, A little bit of
respect, Almost no respect
During on-campus learning in 2019–2020, parental satisfaction with student respect for
staff was 92% positive (top two points on the Likert scale), 1% negative (bottom two points on
the Likert scale), and 7% neutral (midpoint on the Likert scale). During off-campus learning in
2020–2021, parental satisfaction with student respect for staff was 88% positive, 3% negative,
and 9% neutral. This marks a 4% decrease in positive responses and a 2% increase in negative
responses during off-campus learning.
In 2019–2020, the demographic data for Item 6 indicated that 92% of parents of female
students responded positively while 93% of parents of male students responded positively. Early
Childhood 2 and Grade 2 parents had the highest percentage of positive responses at 100%. In
contrast, Grade 11 and Grade12 parents had the lowest percentage of positive responses at 73%
and 71% respectively.
In 2020–2021, the demographic data for Item 6 indicated that 93% of parents of female
students responded positively, marking an increase of 1%. Whereas 84% of parents of male
students responded positively, indicating a decrease of 9%. Early Childhood 1, Kindergarten,
Grades 3, and Grade 6 parents had the highest percentage of positive responses at 100%. In
comparison, Grade 11 and Grade 12 parents had the lowest percentage of positive responses at
57%.
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School Climate Score Item 7 Results
SQ7: Does the learning environment affect parental satisfaction with teacher respect for
students?
Survey item: Overall, how much respect do you think the teachers at your child’s school have for
the children?
Likert scale: A tremendous amount of respect, Quite a bit of respect, Some respect, A little bit of
respect, Almost no respect
During on-campus learning in 2019–2020, parental satisfaction with teacher respect for
students was 89% positive (top two points on the Likert scale), 0% negative (bottom two points
on the Likert scale), and 11% neutral (midpoint on the Likert scale). During off-campus learning
in 2020–2021, parental satisfaction with teacher respect for students was 87% positive, 4%
negative, and 9% neutral. This marks a 2% decrease in positive responses and 4% increase in
negative responses during off-campus learning.
In 2019–2020, the demographic data for Item 7 indicated that 91% of parents of female
students responded positively while 88% of parents of male students responded positively.
Kindergarten, Grade 2, and Grade 4 parents had the highest percentage of positive responses at
97%. Grade 11 and 12 parents had the lowest percentage of positive responses at 63% and 71%
respectively.
In 2020–2021, the demographic data for Item 7 indicated that 88% of parents of female
students responded positively, indicating a decrease of 3%. Whereas 85% of parents of male
students responded positively, also indicating a decrease of 3%. Early Childhood 1,
Kindergarten, Grade 2, Grade 3, Grade 6, and Grade 8 parents had the highest percentage of
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positive responses at 100%. In contrast, Grade 9 and Grade 12 parents had the lowest percentage
of positive responses at 60% and 43% respectively.
Summary of School Climate Score Results
Overall, the data indicated that parents had more positive responses for on-campus
learning on six out of the seven survey items, and parents had more negative responses for offcampus learning for five out of the seven survey items. Parental satisfaction shifted the most on
Item 5 (How well do administrators at your child’s school create a school environment that helps
children learn?) with a 10% decrease in positive responses and a 6% increase in negative
responses for off-campus learning. Item 4 (How much does the school value diversity of
children’s backgrounds?) was the only item that showed no change in parental satisfaction.
The results of this study are comparable to those of previous studies. They have
application in the field of education and suggest a need for further research in the area of parental
satisfaction with learning environments. The following chapter will expand the discussion of
these results and explain their implications for educational practice and how they lead to
recommendations for further study.
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Chapter 5: Discussion, Implications, and Recommendations
This study was conducted during the 2019–2020 and 2020–2021 school years at New
Territories International School in Hong Kong SAR, and its purpose was to examine how the
shift from an on-campus learning environment to an off-campus learning environment affected
parental satisfaction with the school climate.
Final Analysis
Based on school climate scores, parental satisfaction was higher for the on-campus
learning environment, although the hypotheses testing results for all seven of the school climate
survey items were not statistically significant. This was an unanticipated finding based on
previous studies. For example, Lau (2020), Shek (2020), and Li et al. (2020) found that the
movement to an off-campus learning environment had a negative effect on parental satisfaction
with schools. The results of this study are linked to the literature according to the seven aspects
of school climate: student enjoyment, student motivation, student evaluation, student
background, student ability to learn, student respect for staff, and teacher respect for students.
Implications for Educational Practice
Student Enjoyment Results Linked to the Literature
The results of this study showed that there was an decrease in student enjoyment in
school during online work with a 4% reduction in positive responses and a 5% increase in
negative responses. This is research shows a change in parental satisfaction towards school
enjoyment. Meier and Lemmer’s (2019) analysis of Lau’s (2019) data showed results of
parental satisfaction just during online school of 36% of kindergarten families and 47% of
primary families were not satisfied with their school’s online learning. This research showed a
moment in time and results. Both of these studies show a lowering or substantial number of
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parents not satisfied with off-campus learning. The research also shows similarities in
decreases in parental satisfaction as students get older. Which Meir &amp: Lemmer (2019)
stated was due to lack of student support from the school and the increased need for it as
students get older. Meier &amp: Lemmer (2019) showed this with just kindergarten and
primary school families in decrease of 11% of the two years. This research showed the lowest
level of parental satisfaction for older children in Grade 10 and Grade 12 at 56% and 38%
respectively.
Student Motivation Results Linked to the Literature
Stark (2019) looked at student motivation during off-campus learning with older
students with an average age of 20.3 and found that students in the online courses were less
motivated by both the content of the material itself compared to those in face-to-face classes.
This research showed a similar finding in that there was a 3% percent decrease in paternal
satisfaction with student motivation during off-campus learning. While Starks research was
mostly female (77%) and showed a considerably lower amount of motivation for off-campus
learning this may have been even higher if there was a larger male representative. This
research show over both surveys that males and their parents have a lower motivation for
school by 5% percent over both years. Stark (2019) stated that this maybe because of the lower
rate of seeking help from teachers or peers is possible because students offcampus could feel more disconnected from the teacher or other students due to the isolation
from others during quarantine and off-campus learning, reducing their motivation to engage in
the course, which this research also supports with its findings.
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Student Evaluation Results Linked to the Literature
Out of the seven areas of research into parental satisfaction with on-campus and offcampus learning this was the area with least amount of connection with existing literature.
Woldeab &amp; Brothen (2019) research looked at how off-campus learning has a higher
anxiety level than on-campus learning. This is because assessment scores have proven
scientifically to negatively affected by higher anxiety (Folin et al., 1914). Woldeab & Brothen
(2019) research was consistent with previous research showing that high trait anxiety interferes
with exam performance, students in this study had lower scores if their anxiety levels were
high, but this effect was more significant for those students in the off-campus proctoring group
who reported high trait test anxiety (Woldeab & Brothen, 2019). This showed similar results to
this research in which the question was about the fairness of the assessment. There was a 4%
decrease in positive responses from on-campus to off-campus learning and a 3% increase in
negative responses, showing that off-campus assessment seemed more fair; this could be
because of the increased anxiety which Woldeab & Brothen (2019) noted.
Student Background Results Linked to the Literature
There is limited research on how parental satisfaction with the off-campus learning
environment is affected by diversity of student background. Byrne (2014) research showed that
diversity of the school affected parents’ selection of schools which shows it is a factor in
parental preference. This research showed that this factor was not affected by off-campus
parental satisfaction at all with 75% positive response rate and a 6% negative response both in
2019–2020 and 2020–2021. It did show that parents of Early Childhood and Grade 12 students
had the highest level of dissatisfaction with off-campus learning.
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Student Ability to Learn Results Linked to the Literature
Mousavi et al.’s (2020) research was directly related to off-campus learning, showing that
in order to ensure student success there needs to be a balance between synchronous and
asynchronous screen time. This research in turned showed that on-campus and off-campus
learning environments are equally important to student achievement. Though a direct correlation
between the two researchers this research showed the value of the learning environment with
parental satisfaction. The movement in parental satisfaction fell has the learning environment
moved to off-campus learning 2% negative turn in positive responses from on-campus to offcampus learning and a 6% change in negative responses. Showing that screen time like Mousavi
et al., (2020) plays a factor in parental satisfaction.
Student Respect for Teachers Results Linked to the Literature
This topic had no found research on how off-campus learning may affect students respect
for teachers or how this may be perceived by parents through their satisfaction. What was found
by Thompson (2018) was these relationships and the quality of them play a vital role and have
implications in for both students’ and teachers’ academic performance, which does play a role in
parental satisfaction. This is supported with this study’s results with a 4% downturn in positive
responses and 2% percent increase in negative responses of parental satisfaction with the
movement to off-campus learning. Thompson (2018) used primary data came from a study that
used a sample of 160 students in Grades 10 and 11 to come with these results and this data
showed this demographic had the lowest percentage of positive responses in Grade 11 at 57%.
Perhaps this suggests that the importance of relationships increases with grade level. Further
research is needed on this topic.
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Teacher Respect for Students Results Linked to the Literature
Hennegan (2018) gave a list of what teachers need to do but also a list of what not to do
to show respect for students. Hennegan’s research was in line with this research that it is meant
to guide the aim of this study on how teachers build and sustain a learning environment that
creates opportunities for success academically, socially, and emotionally for all students. This
research also strengthened the importance of these relationships with similar results to questions
six. With the movement to off-campus learning, there was a 2% decrease in positive responses
and 4% increase in negative responses. Parental satisfaction decreased when teacher and student
relationships became more difficult to build in an off-campus learning environment.
Summary of Results Linked to the Literature
Existing literature is limited in the areas of parental satisfaction with regard to the
movement to off-campus learning. While there is research related to each of the subquestions, no
direct comparisons could be made. This means there is a gap in the parental satisfaction literature
in relation to the effects of off-campus learning. This is especially evident in SQ6 and SQ7 and
how relationships are affected by off-campus learning. Existing research shows the value of
these relationships. Mousavi et al. (2020) and Hennegan (2018) did not provide any insight into
how relationships are affected by the movement to off-campus learning.
The results of this study may be applied in other schools to help them create an
effective off-campus learning environment in terms of school climate during emergency
situations like political unrest and a pandemic. Parents in this study were more satisfied with
an on-campus learning environment which is in line with previous research. The results of this
study may also be useful for schools that choose to embrace a blended learning environment,
with some on-campus learning and some off-campus learning.
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Implications for Further Research
Based on the results of this study, further research on parental satisfaction and school
climate is needed as follows:
1. This study was conducted during a time of political unrest and a global pandemic.
These events increased the level of stress on Hong Kong SAR families. Further
research is needed on parental satisfaction with school climate after schools have
had more time to improve aspects of school climate in an off-campus learning
environment.
2. The results of this study suggest a relationship between parental satisfaction with
schools and demographic factors. For example, fathers expressed lower satisfaction
with both on-campus and off-campus learning environments compared to mothers.
Also, the overall average percentage of parental satisfaction was 79%, but for
parents of students in Grade 11 and Grade 12 it was 48%. Further research is
needed on parental satisfaction with school climate based on parents’ cultural
expectations, marital status, socioeconomic status, and sex, and on students’ age
and grade level.
3. The Panorama Education parental satisfaction survey was only administered in
English and only 48% of New Territories International School parents use English
as their first language. This cross-linguistic issue may have affected parental
satisfaction with schools. Further research is needed on parental satisfaction with
school climate that utilizes a survey in the parents’ first language.
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Conclusion
Research has confirmed the importance of parental satisfaction with school climate in
terms of student learning. During the recent political unrest and the pandemic, families living in
Hong Kong SAR experienced a disruption in their children’s education by the shift from an oncampus to off-campus learning environment. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to examine
how this shift in learning environment affected parental satisfaction with the school climate at
New Territories International School. The seven aspects of school climate include: student
enjoyment, student motivation, student evaluation, student background, student ability to learn,
student respect for staff, and teacher respect for students. The results show a higher percentage of
parental satisfaction with school climate in an on-campus learning environment, which is
consistent with the literature. It is important to note, however, that the results were not
statistically significant. In addition, the results suggest a need for further research on parental
satisfaction with school climate based on various demographic factors and after schools have had
more time to improve aspects of school climate in an off-campus learning environment. Finally,
Panorama Education should design and implement the parental satisfaction survey in the
participants’ first language.
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